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SUPREME  COURT. 

William  G.  Fargo  as  president  of  The  American  Mer- 
chants' Union  Express  Company,  appellant  agt.  James 
H.  McViCKERy  respondent. 

Joint  stock  aasociationB  existent  in  this  state,  exercising  sach  priyileges  as  are  giyen 
them  by  the  statutes  of  this  state,  and  sning  <«  being  saed,  in  the  name  of  their 
president  or  secretary,  as  to  all  questions  relating  to  parties  to  soits  in  or  to  be 
removed  into  the  ooorts  of  the  United  States,  are  to  be  regarded  as  under  the 
same  rales  as  apply  in  sach  cases  to  corporations. 

Where  soeh  joint  stock  association  has  brought  action  in  a  court  of  this  state  in  the 
name  of  its  president,  and  application  is  made  by  the  defendant,  a  citizen  of  an- 
other state,  to  remove  the  same  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  under 
the  acts  of  congress  of  1789  and  March,  1867;  such  application  cannot  be  defeated 
upon  the  ground  that  some  of  the  stockholders  of  the  joint  stock  association  are 
citizens  of  the  state  of  which  the  defendant  is  also  a  citizen. 

Hie  character  of  such  joint  stock  associations,  in  corporate  aspect,  considered. 

Where  a  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  has  gianted  an  order  removing  a  cause 
under  the  acts  of  congress  referred  to  into  the  U.  8.  circuit  court,  4bc.,  is  such  an 
order  appealable  to  the  general  term  f    This  question  also  considered. 

Erie  General  Term. 

Marvin^  Barker  and  Lamont^  Justices. 

Appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  an  order  made  at  special 
term. 

This  action  was  originally  brought  in  the  supreme  court 
of  the  state  of  New  York,  by  William  G.Fargo  as  president 
of  The  American  Merchants'  Union  Express  Company^ 
against  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Illinois.  The  American 
Merchants'  Union  Express  Company  is  a  joint  stock  asso- 
ciation ;  and  the  action  was  brought  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1849,  by  which,  ^'  any  joint  stock  company 
or  association  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  presi- 
Voii.  XXXYin.  1 
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dent  or  treasurer,^  &c.  (Sess.  Laws  1849,  389,  3  E.  8.  5th 
ed.j777.) 

The  defendant  applied  to  a  special  term  of  the  supreme 
court  for  the  removal  of  the  action  into  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States,  under  acts  of  Congress — the  act  of 
1789,  and  the  act  of  March,  1867. 

The  application  to  remoVe  the  cause  was  opposed  upon  an 
affidavit  showing  thi^t  certain  stockholders  in  the  company 
were  citizens  of  other  states  than  the  state  of  New  York. 

The  special  Term  granted  the  application  to  remove. 

No  measures  to  stay  proceedings  under  the  so-called  or- 
der of  the  special  term  have  been  taken.  No  point  is  made 
as  to  the  regularity  of  any  of  the  proceedings,  and  the 
main  question,  therefore,  to  be  considered  is :  can  the  de- 
fendant in  such  a  case  compel  the  removal  of  the  cause  in- 
to the  U.  S.  circuit  I 

A  preliminary  question  also  arises  as  to  the  power  of  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court  to  entertain  appeal  from 
the  so-called  order  of  the  special  term. 

Clarence  A.  Sewaed  and  George  B.  Hibbard,  coun- 
sel for  defendant 

First — ^No  appeal  can  be  heard  at  general  term  from 
this  so-called  order  of  the  special  term. 

I.  The  removal  of  the  cause  into  the  circuit  court  is  at 
least  substantially,  (and  it  is  claimed  in  every  legal  effect, 
point  second),  by  operation  of  law.  The  sole  duty  of  the 
supreme  court  is  stated  by  the  acts  of  1789  and  1867.  The 
acts  provide  that  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  and  the 
amount  of  the  "  matter  in  dispute,''  are  to  be  made  to  "  ap- 
pear to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  and  that  the  sufficiency 
of  the  surety  is  to  be  determined  by  the  state  court.  This 
is  all  that  the  statute  requires  that  court  to  do — all  it  can 
do.  When  it  has  made  decision  as  to  these  things  it  has 
ended  its  power.     Its  sole  power  in  this  respect  is  given  by 
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the  acts  of  coDgress.  A  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  it 
has  no  power  to  deny  its  remedies  to  any  party  seeking  to 
avail  himself  of  its  jurisdiction,  except  in  pursuance  of  these 
and  similar  acts  of  congress.  Its  duty  beneath  these  acts 
is  to  determine  certain  things.  When  it  has  determined 
those  things;  when  it  is  ^^  satisfied ''  certain  things  exist, 
it  becomes  its  duty,  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  to  ^^  ac- 
cept the  surety  and  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause."  No 
order  for  a  removal  of  the  cause  is  necessary.  It  is  not 
contemplated  to  be  made  by  either  statute.  The  court  act- 
ing solely  beneath  these  statutes  is  not  given  power  to  make 
any  order.  Although  the  decision  of  the  court  in  this  case 
may  adopt  the  language  of  an  order,  it  is  not  an  order.  It 
is  destitute  of  all  force,  in  so  far  as  it  orders  anything,  and 
therefore  is  no  order  in  any  sense.  It  is  but  a  decision — a 
determination  of  the  court — the  statement  of  its  satisfaction 
as  to  certain  things.  It  eertainly  is  not  an  or  jer  within  the 
definition  of  the  Code.  The  Code  defines  an  order  to  be  a 
"direction  of  a  court  or  judge.'^     (Coefo,  §  400.) 

The  decision  of  the  only  matters  competent  for  the  state 
court  to  decide  under  the  acts  of  congress  can  in  no  sense 
be  called  "  directions."  They  are  no  more  "  directions " 
than  is  the  approval  of  the  surety  to  an  undertaking  a  "di- 

I  rection,"  and  no  more  the  subject  of  appeal. 

TRc  Code  has  only  provided  (except  from  judgments, 
which  of  course  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case)  for  appeal 
from  such  orders  as  it  defines.  As  the  special  term  in  no 
sense  made  such  an  order,  in  no  sense  gave  any  efifectual 
direction — (the  effect  following  from  its  conclusions) — ^the 
Code  has  failed  to  provide  for  appeal   from    any  such   de- 

^  eision,  {Code,  ^  349,  and  the  cases  cited  in  Voorhies^  CodCy 

Sth  ed.y  680),  and  of  course,  therefore,  this  appeal  will  not 
lie. 

Nor  does  any  appeal  lie  under  any  provision  of  the  Code, 
even  if  this  be  an  order.  The  section  providing  for  appeals 
from  orders  (^  349),  can  only  apply  to  appeal  from  this  so» 
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called  order^  on  the  ground  that  it  affects  a  ^^  substantia] 
right.^'  This,  the  court  of  appeals,  in  precisely  such  a  case, 
has  decided  that  such  an  order  does  not  do — ^that  it  does  not 
afiect  a  substantial  right.  {Illinois  agt.  N.  F.  and  N.  H. 
JR.  B.  Co.y  3  Kern.,  ^97.) 

n.  The  matters  determined  by  th*e  state  court,  may  be 
said  to  have  been  substantially  ministerial  in  their  charac- 
ter, and  are  either  ministerial  or  to  be  determined  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  As  such,  decision  upon  them  is 
not  the  subject  of  appeal. 

1.  A  mandamus  can  issue  from  the  circuit  to  the  state 
court  in  such  cases,  to  compel  the  transmission  of  th6 
record,  &c.,  from  the  state  court.  {The  People  agt.  TJie 
Judges,  2  Denio,  197 ;  Spraggins  agt.  The  County  Court,  1 
Cooke,  160;  Hopper  agt.  Kalkman,  17  California,  517; 
CampbeU  agt.  Wallen,  Lessor,  1  Mart  and  Yerg.,  268 ;  In 
re  Turner,  20  Leg,  Int.,  4 ;  Board  of  Com.  of  Knox.  Co.  agt. 
Aspinwall,  24  How.  {U.  S.),  376;  Supervisors  agt.  United 
States,  4  Wallace,  435 ;  Wdlkley  agt.  City  of  Muscatine,  6 
Wallace,  481.) 

The  very  fact  that  the  circuit  court  could  thus  compel 
the  transmission  of  the  record,  &c.,  determines  the  question 
that  the  only  authorized  action  of  the  state  court,  is  sub- 
stantially ministerial  in  its  character.  Certainly  a  writ  of 
mandamus  cannot  issue  to  compel  the  transmission  of  the 
record,  if  the  party  seeking  to  have  the  cause  removed 
could  obtain  his  remedy  by  appeal  from  a  decision  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  have  the  cause  removed.  Nor  would 
the  court  issue  a  writ  of  mandamus,  which,  in  some  meas- 
ure, implies  censure,  (Ladd  agt.  Tudor,  'S  W.  and  M.,  325), 
and  which  it  has  a  discretion  to  refuse  {Ex parte  Fleming,  4 
SiU,  581 ;  In  the  Matter  of  Van  Bensselaer,  1  Cow.,  501 ; 
Fish  agt.  Weatherwax,  2  John.  Cas.  217 ;  Note),  if  remedy 
could  be  had  on  appeal.  In  the  comity  to  be  observed  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  federal  courts,  the  circuit  would 
not  permit  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 


NEW  YORK  PRACnOE  REPORTS. 


Fargo  agt.  McTicker. 


That  the  state  court,  in  such  matters,  acts  entirely  in  a 
substantiaUy  ministerial  capacity,  is  evident.  Certainly  it 
cannot  act  as  a  court  of  the  state  of  New  York.  It  but 
exercises  certain  powers  given  it  by  act  of  congress.  As 
has  been  said,  it  is  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  and  can- 
not deny  its  remedies  to  any  party  invoking  them,  except  in 
pursuance  of  some  act  of  congress.  Congress  cannot  con- 
fer jurisdiction  on  the  courts  of  this  state,  as  courts.  {Mar- 
tin agt.  Hunter's  Lessee,  1  Wheaton,  304,  330 ;  The  U.  S. 
agt.  Lathrqpy  17  J.  B.y  S;  In  re  Bruni,  1  Barb.,  1S7.) 

If  congress  could  confer  such  jurisdiction,  it  could  inter- 
fere with  such  jurisdiction — limit  it-— deny  it. 

It  follows  that,  in  this  respect,  the^state  court  but  fulfills 
a  ministerial  duty,  and  its  action  cannot  be  the  subject  of 
review  in  that  court. 

2.  The  matters  to  be  determined  by  the  court,  are  mat- 
ters only  to  be  established,  in  the  language  of  the  acts  of 
congress,  to  the  •^satisfaction^'  of  the  court.  The  state 
court,  most  certainly  as  to  the  questions  of  the  amount  of 
the  matter  in  dispute,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  surety,  in 
the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  is  to  be  only  '*  satisfied." 
When  satisfied,  it  must  "  accept  the  surety  and  proceed  no 
further  in  the  cause."  It  really  makes  no  order  and,  of 
course,  renders  no  judgment.  Aside  from  the  fact  that  the 
Code  provides  no  appeal  save  from  orders  and  judgments,  it 
certainly  would  be  an  anomaly, which  should,  in  any  court, 
permit  appeal,  or  any  review  of  a  simple  conclusion  of  a 
court  which  it  was  ^^  satisfied"  it  should  reach,  a  conclusion 
upon  which  it  took  no  action,  made  no  order  which  could 
be  called  an  order,  and  rendered  no  judgmetit.  That  appeal 
will  not  lie  from  even  an  order  made  in  the  exercise  of  ju- 
dicial discretion  is,  of  course,  familiar  law.  Much  less  can 
it  lie  from  such  determmation  as  the  state  court  is  only  em- 
powered to  make  upon  such  application  as  was  made  in 
this  case.     {Carey  agt.  Cobbett,  2  Yeatfs,  277.) 

3.  Were    the  plaintiff  in   such  cases  remediless  in  case 
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wrong  determination  were  reached  by  the  state  court,  of 
course  the  application  of  the  views  here  presented  would 
work  hardship.  He  is  not  remediless  as  will  be  subsequently 
shown. 

in.  No  appeal  lies  in  the  state  court,  for  the  reason  that 
the  cause  is  by  the  order  of  the  court  (if  the  decision  of 
the  court  sought  to  be  appealed  from  can  be  called  an  or- 
der), removed  from  the  state  court  and  is  no  longer  pending 
in  it.  If  the  action  be  not  pending  in  the  state  court, 
(whether  by  order  of  removal  or  operation  of  law  can  make 
no  difference),  of  course  no  appeal  can  be  taken  therein. 
The  application  of  this  rule  can  work  no  hardship  for  the 
reason  that  the  plaintiff,  claiming  that  the  cause  has  been 
improperly  remoyed,  may  and  can  seek  his  remedy  in  the 
court  where  the  cause  is  after  its  removal. 

1.  The  anpeal  is  from  the  so-called  order  of  the  special 
term  of  the  supreme  court  establishing  the  facts,  upon  the 
establishment  of  which  the  state  court  is  bound  to  accept 
the  surety,  &c.  If  the  cause  be  then  removed  by  opera- 
tion of  law  certainly  it  is  not  pending  in  the  state  court. 
Waiving  that  question,  however,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  state  court  has  by  its  so-called  order  ordered  the  removal 
of  the  cause,  that  the  record  be  sent  to  the  circuit,  and  the 
circuit  has  received  the  cause  by  its  own  express  order. 
The  cause  itself  and  the  proceedings  in  it — its  essence  and 
the  forms  and  substance  in  which  it  only  can  exist, — its 
soul  and  body,  so  to  speak — are  no  longer  in  the  state 
court.  As  no  cause  is  pending  in  the  state  court,  of  course 
no  appeal  can  be  there  taken  or  heard,  for  there  is  no  pend- 
ing cause  in  which  there  can  be  any  such  appeal.  It  may 
be  said,  in  pure  theory,  that  there  is  no  record  remaining  in 
the  state  court  which  can  be  sent  up  to  the  general  term  for 
its  inspection  so  that  it  may  be  ascertained  what  are  the 
questions  sought  to  be  presented  on  the  appeal. 

2.  It  is  familiar  doctrine  that  in  such  and  kindred  cases, 
the  record  and  the  cause  are  removed  when  the  proceedings 
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for  removal  are  perfected,  (and  proceedings  under  this  so- 
called  order  of  the  special  term  were  not  stayed),  and  cer 
tainly  when  the  court  to  which  it  is  sought  to  remove  the 
cause,  whether  it  be  by  appeal,  or  writ  of  error,  or  certiorari, 
or  by  operation  of  law,  has  received  the  cause  and  its 
record. 

It  is  equally  familiar  doctrine  that  thenceforth  all  action 
in  the  cause  must  be  taken,  and  all  remedy  sought  in  the 
court  where  the  cause  and  its  record  are.  This  pomt  can 
be  sustained  by  a  multitude  of  authorities  besides  those  here 
iidiscriminately  cited.  {Lhyd  agt.  ShuUy  1  Douglas,  250 ; 
Acount  agt.  Swift,  1  Lord  Raymond,  329 ;  Bamum  agt. 
Seneca  Co.  Bank,  6  How.  Pr.  i?.,  82 ;  Bradley  agt.  Van 
Zandty  3  Code  -K.,  217;  The  Josephine,  1  Abh.  Ad.  R,  481  ; 
Wylie  agt.  Cox,  14  How.,  {U.  S.)  1;  Stafford  agt.  Union 
Bank,  16  How.,  {U.  S.)  135,  138;  Kanouse  agt.  Martin,  15 
How.,  {U.  S.)  198 ;  Gordon  agt.  Longest,  16  Peters,  97 ;  2 
BurriWs  Practice,  249,  c^c.) 

Suppose  the  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  reversed 
by  the  general  term,  would  such  decision  recall  to  the  state 
court  the  cause  already  removed  to  the  circuit  court?  What 
possible  effect  could  such  decision  have  upon  the  circuit? 
Most  certainly  it  could  not  be  operative  upon  the  circuit  to 
cause  it  to  send  back  the  cause  to  the  state  court.  Nor  could 
it  be  operative  to  recall  the  cause.  Beyond  all  question  the 
cause,  under  the  executed  order  of  the  special  term,  is  now 
in  the  circuit.  After  reversal  of  that  order,  if  it  be  reversed, 
where  will  the  cause  be?  in  which  court?  It  is  in  the  cir- 
cuit, and  can  only  be  got  back  to  the  state  court  by  the  or- 
der of  the  circuit  remanding  it  to  the  state  court. 

3.  It  has  been  directly  held  that  when  the  cause  has  been 
thus  sent  to  the  circuit,  the  state  court  has  lost  all  control 
over  it.  (lAvermore  agt.  Jenks,  11  How.,  479;  Jones  agt. 
Seward,  41  Barb.,  269,  273 ;  Akerly  agt.Vilas,  8  Law  Beg. 
N.  S.,  229.) 

4.  The  circuit  has  power  to  so  remand  the  cause  if  the 
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special  term  of  the  state  court  erred  in  its  conclusion.  In 
that  courts  where  the  cause  is,  the  plaintiflf  must  seek  his 
remedy.  {Hubbard  agt.  The  Norttiem  B.  R.  Co.y  3  Blatch.y 
184 ;  Ward  agt.  Arredando,  1  Paine  C.  C.  -B.,  410 ;  New 
Jersey  agt.  Bahcocky  4  Wa^h.  C.  C.  J2.,  344 ;  Urtetiqui  agt. 
Darcy^  9  Peters^  692.) 

Second — The  cause  is  not  in  the  state  court.  It  is  in  the 
circuit  court  (aside  from  the  effect  of  the  so-called  order  of 
the  state  court)  by  operation  of  law.  As  the  cause  is  not 
in  the  state  couit,  that  court  can  have  no  control  over  it; — 
can  *' proceed  no  further  in  the  cause." 

I.  Whatever  it  may  be  becessary  to  claim,  or  whatever 
may  be  well  claimed  in  another  case,  it  is  plain  that  in  this 
case  every  statutory  requisite  was  complied  with,  and  that 
the  cause  is  removed  out  of  the  state  court  by  operation  of 
law.  At  most,  all  that  is  necessary  in  the  state  court  is 
the  establishment  of  certain  things,  the  compliance  with 
certain  statutory  requisitions  and  the  state  court  can  pro- 
ceed no  further  in  the  cause. 

When  the  requisite  citizenship  of  the  parties  and  the 
amount  in  controversy  are  established  to  the  "satisfaction" 
of  the  state  court,  &c.,  the  statute  is  imperative  that  it 
**  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  state  court  to  accept  the  surety 
and  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause."  All  necessary  things 
have  been  established  in  this  case  to  the  "  satisfaction  "  of 
the  court.  The  statute  has  imposed  the  consequent  duties 
upon  the  court.  The  cause  is  removed  by  operation  of  law 
into  the  circuit,  for  the  statute  says  it  "shall  there  proceed 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  brought  there  by  original  process." 
This  must  be  apparent  from  the  language  and  the  object  of 
the  statutes. 

n.  But  that  the  cause  is  so  removed  by  operation  of  law 
is  decided  directly  in  several  cases,  necessarily,  but  indi- 
rectly in  others.  {Livermore  agt.  Jenks,  11  How.  Pr.  7?., 
479 ;  Jones  aj^t.  Seward,  41  Barb.,  259,  273 ;  Fisk  agt. 
Union  P.  R.  R.  Co.,    U.  S.  Circuit   Court,  S.  Uict.  N.  Y., 
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Judge  Blatchford,  New  York  Newspapers^  April  7,  1869; 
Mathews  agt.  Lyaly  6  McLean^  13  ;  Gordon  agt.  Longest ^IQ 
Peters  J  97 ;  Kanoif^e  agt.  Martin,  16  How.  ( J7.  S.)  1 98.) 

lU.  Beyond  all  question  the  appeal  to  the  general  term 
therefore  cannot  be  sustained.  The  operative  thing,  the 
force  of  the  statute  which  has  removed  the  cause  from  the 
state  court  and  positively  forbidden  its  further  action,  is 
certainly  not  the  subject  of  appeal.  To  permit  eflectual 
appeal  from  conclusions  merely,  from  certain  conditions,  so 
to  speak,  which  are  required  to  precede  the  operation  of 
the  law,  effectual  in  itself,  would  be  an  anomaly  in  juris- 
prudence. 

It  follows  that  the  cause  being  in  the  circuit  by  opera- 
tion of  law  must  there  proceed,  or  be  thence  remanded  by 
the  circuit  itself. 

Third — The  decision  of  the  special  term  of  the  supreme 
court  was  right.  The  action  must,  under  the  very  terms 
of  the  acts  of  congress,  be  regarded  as  ^^  commenced  by  a 
citizen  of  the  state  in  which  the  suit  is  brought  against,  a 
citizen  of  another  state,"  to  employ  the  language  of  the  act 
of  1789 ;  and  the  controversy  must  be  regarded  as  pending 
between  ^^  a  citizen  of  the  state  in  which  the  suit  is  brought 
and  a  citizen  of  another  state,"  in  the  language  of  the  act 
of  1867. 

I.  Either  Mr.  Fargo,  or  the  company  of  which  he  is 
president,  must  be  regarded  as  the  party  plaintiff.  If  Mr. 
Fargo  be  the  plaintiff,  the  decision  of  the  special  term,  is 
of  course  right. 

1.  It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  fact  that  other  parties 
had  stock  in  the  company  has  anything  to  do  with  the  ques- 
tion. It  no  where  appears,  that  such  parties  had  any  inter- 
est, joint  or  in  common,  with  Mr.  Fargo.  There  is  nothiqg 
to  show  that  Mr.  Fargo  was  a  stockholder  in  the  company, 
nor  does  the  act^  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  which  the 
suit  was  brought,  require  that  he  should  be  a  stockholder;  to  be 
president  of  the  company.    It  does  not  appear,  therefore, 
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that  Mr.  Fargo  could  have  been  joined  with  any  other  party 
as  plaintiff  in  bringing  the  action. 

2.  Mr.  Fargo,  therefore,  has  brought  the  suit,  if  he  be 
the  plaintiff,  in  a  representative  capacity,  not  as  a  stock- 
holder, and  by  virtue  of  the  act  which  permits  the  "joint 
stock  company  or  association,'^  so  to  sue  in  the  name  of  its 
president.  The  second  section  of  the  act  designates  him  as 
"  the  nominal  plaintiff^^  in  the  suit.  (Sess,  L.,  1849,  389, 
3  -B.  5.,  5th  ed.f  111.  And  see  especially^  WormweU  agt. 
Haithlone,  6  Bing.^  19  E.  C.  L.,  301;  Bartlett  agt.  Pent 
land,  1  Bam.  and  Ad.  702,  20  E.  G.  Z.,  757 ;  Harrison 
agt.  TimminSy  4  Mees.  and  Wels.y  510.) 

As  such,  he  is  the  party  to  the  record — ^the  plaintiff  in 
the  action ;  and  it  has  been  most* explicitly  held  that  in  such 
and  kindred  cases,  the  "  party ''  is  the  party  to  the  record, 
whether  he  sue  in  his  own  right  or  in  representative  capac- 
ity. {Bank  U.  8.  agt.  Planters^  Bank,  9  Wheat,  904 ;  The 
Governor  agt.  Madrazo,  1  Peters,  11 0;  GiU  agt.  Stebbins,  2 
Paine,  C.  C.  JR.,  417  ;  Chappedelaifie  agt.  Becheneatix,  4 
Cranchy  506  ;  Childress  agt.  Emery^  8  Wheat,  642.) 

The  interest  of  other  parties  in  the  stock  of  the  company, 
therefore,  certainly  has  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Fargo's 
character  upon  the  record.  He  takes  his  character  there 
utterly  irrespective  of  the  stockholder  of  the  company, 
for  a  president  of  a  joint  stock  company  may  have  no  com- 
munity of  interest  with  the  stockholder. 

If  Mr.  Fargo  be  the  party  plaintiff,  of  couse,  therefore, 
and  under  express  authority,  the  decision  of  the  special 
term  was  right. 

11.  If  the  "joint  stock  company  or  association"  be  the 
plaintiff,  the  decision  is  equally  plainly  right. 

.  1.  As  has  been  said  with  respect  to  the  possible  joinder 
of  any  stockholder  with  Mr.  Fargo,  it  can  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  question  of  who  is  the  party  to  the  action,  for, 
as  the  president  of  such  an  association,  need  not  be  a  stock- 
holder, it  does  not  follow  that  Mr.  Fargo  could  have  joined 
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with  any  other  person  in  bringing  this  suit  in  any  form ;  so 
it  may  be  said  that  the  cicizenship  of  the  stockholders  of 
the  company  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question.  The 
action  is  brought  by  Mr.  Fargo,  as  plaintiflf,  in  the  interests 
of  others,  of  course ;  or  by  the  company  or  association  in  his 
name,  irrespective  of  the  stockholders  as  such. 

2.  The  action  is  brought,  in  this  respect,  bv  the  company 
in  the  name  of  its  president.  The  company  is  a  corporation^ 
and  the  corporation  must  be  regarded  as  a  citizen  of  the 
state  which  gives  it  its  corporate  character.  Tha  company, 
unless  Mr.  Fargo  be  the  plaintiff,  is  the  plaintiff  in  the 
action. 

a.  The  action,  in  this  view,  is  brought  by  the  company, 
as  appears  by  the  very  terms  of  the  act  itself. 

The  language  of  the  first  section  of  the  act,  in  providing 
that  the  company  may  sue,  &c.,  &c.,  determines  that  it  is 
the  company  which  brings  the  action.  In  the  second  and 
fourth  sections,  the  company  is  also  plainly  regarded  as  the 
party.     {Sess.  i.,  1849,  349.) 

h.  The  company  is  the  party,  and  is  a  corporation,  and 
must  be  conclusively  regarded  as  a  citizen  of  the  state  from 
which  it  derives  its  corporate  character. 

If  a  corporation  it  must  be  so  regarded.     {Point  third.) 

The  company  is  a  corporation. 

This  is  apparent  without  elaborate  discussion  of  the 
point,  which,  however  interesting  its  investigation  might 
be,  will  not  be  here  even  attempted. 

By  act  of  1849,  and  by  the  subsequent  acts  of  1851, 
1854,  1867,  and  1868,  {Sess.  L.  1849,  389 ;  Sess.  L.,  1851, 
838;  Sess.  L.,  1854,  558;  Sess.  i.,  1867,  576;  Sess.  Z., 
1868,  599),  such  companies  are  given  every  attribute  of 
corporations.  They  are  expressly  clothed  with  all  corporate 
powers  and  privileges  (except  that  their  members  are  not 
exempt  from  individual  liability  for  debts  of  the  company, 
which  <3xeniption,  however,  was  never  a  necessary  concomi- 
tant ot  corporate   existence ;    and  besides,  the  partial  and 
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indeed  complete  liability  of  stockholders  for  debts  of  un- 
doubted corporations  of  which  they  are  members^  exists  in 
many  instances)  except  the  express  power  to  adopt  a  com- 
mon seal,  which^  h6weyer,  such  companies  can  adopt  for 
themselves — for  that  is  a  power  incident  to  every  corpora- 
tion, {AngeU  and  A.  an  Corp.y  8th  ed.,  ^§  110,  117,)  or,  if 
they  be  corporations,  are  given  express  legal  power  to  adopt. 
(1  B.  &,  599.) 

1.  They  can  sue  and  be  sued  in  a  name  not  necessarily 
the  name  of  a  member,  and  suit  thus  brought,  may  be 
Continued  in  the  name  of  the  successor  of  the  nominal 
party. 

;  2.  The  property  of  the  company  may  be  represented 
by  shares  of  stock,  which  stock  may  be  increased  or 
diminished. 

3.  The  affairs  of  the  company  may  be  managed  by  a 
board  of  directors. 

4.  The  death  of  a  member  works  no  change  in  the 
company. 

5.  Such  associations  have  a  legal  entity,  capable  of  per- 
petu^  existence,  of  that  succession  which  is  called  the 
immortality  of  corporations,  and  is  the  essence  of  corporate 
being. 

6.  They  can  contract  in  a  name  in  significance  and  legal 
effect  a  corporate  name.  {Anonymous^  1  Salkeldj  191 ; 
Bmith  agt.  The  Plank  Boad  Co.,  30  Ala.y  660 ;  AngeU  and 
A.  on  Corp.,  §§  99,  100.) 

7.  They  can  take  and  hold  real  estate  and  other  property 
in  perpetuity. 

The  act  of  1867,  could  only  have  been  intended  to  apply 
to  corporations.  It  limits  the  power  of  such  associations 
to  hold  real  estate.  It  provides  that  they  shall  hold  no 
more  than  is  necessary  for  their  business.  The  limitation 
has  for  its  object  the  very  object  of  the  old  statutes  of 
mortmain,  to  prevent  powerful  corporations  from  absorbing 
and  holding  land  in  perpetuity.     Certainly  no  such  limita- 
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tion  could  be  intended  lor  mere  partnerships.     {Bess.  L.y 
1867,  576.) 

Nor  does  any  act  forbid  their  being  corporations.  The 
act  of  1849,  provides  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall 
be  construed  to  confer  on  the  companies  any  of  the  rights  or 
privileges  of  corporations,  except  as  therein  specifically  pro- 
vided; and  the  act  of  1854,  declares  that  no  court  shall  so 
construe  that  act,  as  to  give  sach  associations  any  rights  and 
privileges  of  corporations.  These  acts,  and  the  others 
referred  to,  however,  give  aU  the  rights,  privileges  and 
attributes  of  corporations  to  the  associations,  denying  the 
common  (but  far  from  universal)  privilege  of  exemption 
from  individual  liability  to  the  members.  Thus  created, 
thus  given  right,  privilege  and  power,  it  is  apparent 
(especially  as  the  legislature  has  constitutional  power  to 
create  corporations  by  general  law)  that  these  associations 
must  be  regarded  as  corporations. 

In  pure  logical  precision,  nothing  can  be  known  of  any- 
thing except  through  its  attributes.  These  associations  have 
all  the  attributes  of  corporations.  In  strict  consequence, 
therefore,  it  cannot  be  said  they  are  not  corporations. 

Such  companies  come  within  every  definition  of  what 
costitutes  a  corporation.  They  have  been  expressly  decided 
to  be  corporations  in  well  reasoned  opinions.  (1  Blackston^s 
Com.,  472,  485  American  Notes;  AngeU  and  A.  on  Corp., 
%  110 ;  San/ord  agt.  Supervisors,  15  How.,  172 ;  Waterhury 
agt.  The  Am.  N.  E.  Co.,  50  Barb.,  157  ;  and  see  the  line  of 
decisions  respecting  the  character  of  ianhing  associations  from 
The  People  agt.  The  Bank  of  Watertotm,  1  Hill,  616 ;  to 
Bobinson  agt.  The  Bank  of  AUica,  21  N.  Y.,  406.)  Such 
associations  are  made  corporations  by  the  constitution  of 
the  state.     {Constitution,  art.  8  §§  1,  3.) 

11  the  company  be  a  corporation  it  must  be  conclusively 
regarded  ^s  a  citizen  of  the  state  which  has  given  it  its  cor- 
porate character,  and  of  course  the  decision  of  the  special 
term  was  right 
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Fourth. —  If  the  company  be  not  technically  and  com- 
pletely a  corporation  in  all  senses,  it  is  a  quasi  corporation, 
and  must  be  conclusively  regarded  as  a  citizen  of  the  state 
of  New  York  upon  the  principle  upon  which  undoubted 
corporations  are  so  regarded.  The  question  is  simply  as  to 
the  citizenship  of  the  party — must  the  plaintifi  in  this  suit 
(whoever  or  whatever  the  plaintifi*  may  be)  be  conclusively 
regarded  as  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  New  York  t 

I.  The  company  in  this  case  must  be  conclusively 
regarded  as  a  citizen  of  New  York. 

1.  It  is  at  least  a  qtmsi  corporation — an  association  of 
individuals  exercising  far  beyond,  and  far  other  than  natural 
powers,  rights  or  privileges.  Of  this  there  can  be  no 
doubt.     {AngeU  dt  A.  on  Corp.,,  Sth  ed.^  %  25,  and  cases  cited.) 

2.  The  most  technically  and  complet-ely  constituted  cor- 
poration is  not  a  "  citizen."  It  was  originally  held  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  that  as  to  all  questions 
respecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  the  courts  would  look  through  the  artificial  being 
created  by  the  law,  (and  which  was  not  a  citizen,)  and  be- 
yond the  corporate  character,  to  ascertain  the  citizenship 
of  the  members  of  the  corporation ;  and  unless  all  such 
members  were  citizens  of  another  state  than  the  state  of 
which  the  opposing  party  was  a  citizen,  deny  jurisdiction. 
The  doctrine  was  found  not  practical  and  unsound  in  prin- 
ciple. While  the  supreme  court  has  adhered  to  its  original 
doctrine  that  corporations  are  not  citizens,  and  that  mem- 
bers can  alone  have  the  character  of  citizenship,  yet  it  is 
held  conclusively  that  all  parties,  upon  questions  as  to  the 
citizenship  of  parties  to  suits,  are  estopped  from  denying 
that  the  members  of  a  corporation  are  other  than  citizens 
of  the  state  which  gave  the  aggregate  individuals  their  cor- 
porate character.  In  the  language  of  Taney  C.  eT".,  in 
Covington  agt.  Sh&phardj  20  How.^  221  y  233,  **  the  members 
of  a  corporate  body  must  be  presumed  to  be  citizens  of  the 
state  in  which  the  corporation  is  domiciled,  and  all  parties 
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are  estopped  from  denying  that  fact.''  {See  the  hng  line  of 
decisions  upon  this  most  important  question  from  The  Hope 
Ins.  Co.  agt.  Boardmany  5  Cranchy  517,  and  The  U.  8. 
Banh  agt.  Deveaux,  5  Cranch.  61,  to  The  Ohio  and  M.  B. 
Co.  agt.  Wheeler,  1  Black,  286 ;  and  especially  (besides  those 
above  referred  to)  the  intermediate  cases  of  Louisville  C.  C.  B. 
agt.  Letson,  2  How.,  497;  Marshal  agt.  The  B.  and  0.  B. 
B.  Co.,  16  Hotc.j  314,  328 ;  Covingto%  D.  C.  agt.  Shephard, 
20  How.,  227,  233). 

3.  Upon  the  same  principle  it  must  be  decided  that  when 
this  qtuisi  corporation,  this  aggragate  of  individuals  brings 
suit,  as  this  is  brought,  in  the  exercilse  of  a  privHege  given 
by  the  state  in  which  the  suit  is  brought,  although  the 
quasi  corporate  entity  cannot  have  the  character  of  citizen- 
ship, its  members  must  be  conclusively  deemed  citizens  of 
the  state  giving  the  privilege,  and  all  parties  must  be 
estopped  from  denying  that  they  are  citizens  of  that  state. 
{See  the  cases  last  referred  to  and  particularly  The  Cov.  D. 
Co.  agt.  Shephardy  20  How.,  227,  232.) 

That  the  statutes  have  created  a  quasi  corporation — ^a 
legal  entity — ^in  giving  such  rights,  privileges  and  powers 
to  these  associations,  is  as  plain  as  that  the  rights,  privileges 
and  powers  exist  and  are  beyond  natural  power  to  hold  or 
enjoy.  That  entity  cannot  be  a  "  citizen ''  any  more  than 
can  a  corporation  be  a  "  citizen.''  The  character  of  citizen- 
ship necessarily  cannot  inhere  in  either  entity  so  entirely 
artificial.  The  same  principle  that  estops  all  parties  from 
denying  that  the  members  of  a  corporation  are  citizens  of 
any  state,  other  than  that  which  created  the  corporation, 
must  estop  the  members  of  a  joint  stock  association — ^like- 
wise a  legal  entity — from  denying  that  they  are  citizens  of 
that  state,  which  by  grant  of  right,  privilege  and  power 
has  created  that  legal  entity. 

Unless  this  doctrine  be  held,  no  party  will  b^ve  power  to 
compel  this  company  to  litigate  in  the  courts  of  the  U.  S. 
in  many  states. 
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Fifth. — ^tf  the  state  statute  but  gives  the  company  the 
privilege  of  suing  in  the  name  of  its  president  or  secretary, 
in  the  state  court;  yet,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  in  either 
court,  Mr.  Fargo  must  be  regarded  as  the  party.  He  is  a 
citizen  of  New  York;  and  that,  in  this  view,  is  all  that  is 
material.  « 

1.  Without  the  state  statute,  should  Mr.  Fargo  commence 
this  suit,  it  is  familiar  doctrine,  it  would  be  well  brought  for 
all  the  associates  (certainly  if  he  himself,  in  fact,  is  a  mem- 
ber of  the  company),  unless  the  defendant  should  take 
advantage  of  the  nonjoinder  of  other  parties  plaintiff — an 
advantage  in  the  state  courts  only  to  be  taken  by  answer  or 
demurrer.    {Code^  %  144,    47.) 

2.  With  reference  to  questions  of  jurisdiction  dependent 
on  citizenship,  defenses  must  be  made  in  the  first  instance, 
and  if  not  made  in  the  first  instance,  are  waived.  If  the 
opposing  party  take  a  step  inconsistent  with  making  such 
defense,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  right  to 
make  such  defence,  and  within  the  principle  of  one  case 
cited  below,  will  be  estopped  from  setting  it  up,  even  if 
the  state  statute  be  not  effective  in  giving  the  company 
right  to  sue  in  the  name  of  an  officer  of  the  company,  in 
the  circuit  of  the  U.  S.  Tet,  as  the  defendant  has  removed 
the  case  into  the  circuit,  he  cannot  take  advantage  (even  if 
the  state  statute  is  ineffective  there)  of  the  non-joinder  of 
other  members  of  the  association.  He  has  regarded  the 
party  to  the  record  as  the  party,  and  the  act  is  conclusive 
as  to  all  questions  relating  to  jurisdiction.  {Stokes  agt. 
MotoaUy  1  U,  S.  Law.  eT".,  309;  Smith  agt  Kenochen,  7  How.y 
U.  S.,  216;  Shepard  agt.  Graves,  14  How.,  U.  S.,  505,  512 ; 
lAvingston  agt.  Storey j  11  Peters,  351 ;  And  see  the  cases  of 
Smith  agt.  Swormstadt,  16  How.,  JJ.  S.,  289 ;  Marshal  agt. 
Bait,  and  0.  R.  R.,  16  How.,  U.  S.,  314,  328.) 

The  plaintiff  (certainly,  if  the  association  be  not  a  cor- 
poration) was  not  compelled  to  bring  this  action  as  it  was 
brought;  for  the  statute  is  probably  merely  permissive,  and 
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the  suit  probably  might  have  been  brought  in  the  name  of 
all  the  associates. 

As  the  suit  is  brought  as  this  was^  certainly  such  privi- 
leges cannot  be  claimed,  as  could  be  claimed  if  all  the 
members  of  the  company  had  been  made  plaintifis.  If  it 
was  desired  to  prevent  removal  into  the  circuit,  the  suit 
should  have  been  brought  (if  it  could  be)  in  the  name  of 
all  the  associates.  If  it  could  not  be  thus  brought,  beyond 
question,  the  association  must,  in  determining  all  questions 
as  to  parties,  be  conclusively  held  to  be  one  indivisible  en- 
tity, existent  solely  where  the  entity  was  created. 

BowEN  and  Rogebs,  for  plaintiff. 

By  the  court,  Lamont,  J.  Two  questions  are  made  in  this 
case.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  this  action  is  not  removable 
from  the  state  court  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  under  the  act  of  congress  of  1789,  or  the  act  of 
1867.  The  defendant,  on  the  contrary  insists  that  the 
cause  is  removable,  and  that  the  order  of  the  special  term 
of  this  court,  staying  the  plaintiff's  proceedings  and  send- 
ing the  case  to  the  said  circuit  court,  is  not  an  appealable 
order. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  all  the  formalities  necessary  to  the 
removal  have  been  complied  with  by  the  defendant,  if  the 
case  is  one  that  falls  within  the  provisions  of  either  act  of 
congress  referred  to.  The  defendant  is  a  citizen  the  state  of 
Illinois. 

If  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  New  York,  or 
if  the  stockholders  composing  the  American  Merchants' 
Union  Express  Company  are  to  be  regarded  as  the  real 
plaintiffs,  and  they  are  either  in  fact  or  by  construction  of 
law  citizens  of  the  state  of  New  York,  then  the  order  for 
the  removal  of  the  cause  was  properly  made. 

William  G.  Fargo  is  himself  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  New 
York.     If  the  suit  be  his,  the  action  is  removable. 
Y0X1.XXXVIIX  2 
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If  the  company,  or  the  shareholders  who  compose  it,  be 
the  real  plaintifis,  by  the  authorized  and  legal  style  and  title 
assumed  in  the  complaint,  then  the  question  arises,  whether 
those  individuals  represented  by  such  title  in  this  action  by 
virtue  of  the  statutes  of  this  state,  are  for  the  purposes  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts  -to  be  treated  as  citizens 
of  the  state  of  NeW  York.  This  question  arises  under  the 
constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  for  its 
true  and  final  determination  we  look  to  the  authoritative 
arbiter  of  all  such  questions,  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States.  That  court  holds  that  a  corporation  is  not 
itself  a  citizen,  but  that  for  all  purposes  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  federal  courts,  the  stockholders  who  compose  the 
corporate  body  by  and  under  the  name  given  them  by  the 
statutes  of  a  state  are  to  be  treated  as  citizens  of  that  state, 
and  that  they  are  estopped  from  denying  that  they  are  citi- 
zens of  the  state  whose  laws  alone,  empowered  them  to 
appear  in  the  courts  of  justice  by  the  name  of  their  legal 
christening  under  the  state  laws.  Neither  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  nor  in  the  acts  of  congress  referred 
to,  is  the  word  corporation  or  any  other  word  of  similar 
import,  employed  in  connection  with  the  subject  under  con- 
sideration.    The  term  used,  is  citizen. 

Controversies  between  citizens  of  different  states  {U.  8. 
Const,  art.  3,  §  2.) 

If  a  suit  be  commenced  in  any  state  court,  by  a  citizen 
of  the  state  in  which  the  suit  is  brought  againt  a  citizen  of 
another  state,  &c.  {Act  of  1789 ;  1  Stat  at  L.  79 ;  Act  of 
1867 ;  14  Stat  at  L.  559.) 

The  same  reason  that  applies  to  a  corporate  body  applies 
with  equal  force  to  an  associate  body ;  and  the  reason  is, 
that  the  persons  composing  each,  though  multitudinous  in 
number,  and  scattered  by  habitation  over  many  states,  are 
aggregated  by  the  state  laws,  under  which  they  appear  by 
a  fictitious  name  or  designation.  They  are  legaJized  for 
litigious  purposes  into  one  artificial  body,  by  which  they 
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are  endowed  with  the  new  faculty  of  suing  and  being  sued 
by  the  name  and  style  conferred  upon  them  by  a  state  law. 

In  the  present  case,  the  shareholders  consisting  of  several 
thousand  persons,  citizens  of  and  residents  in  various  states, 
including  both  the  states  of  New  York  and  of  Illinois,  are 
embodied,  fur  the  purpose  of  suing  and  being  sued  into  a 
new,  legal  personality  by  the  name  used  in  this  action — and 
this  new  faculty  of  acting  and  appearing  in  the  courts,  is 
given  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York.  {Chap.  258; 
Statutes  0/1849.) 

Asto  being  sued  or  bringing  suits  by  the  fictitious  name 
conferred  by  the  state  statute  they  stand  in  the  same  pre* 
dicament  as  if  they  were  in  all  respects  a  perfect  corpora- 
tion created  by  siich  state  law.  It  is  the  state  law  itself 
that  gives  this  multitude  of  shareholders  legal  capacity  to 
go  into  court,  whether  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants,  by  a  name 
furnished  for  that  purpose  under  the  state  law.  In  this 
respect  they  are  tl^e  same  as  a  corporate  body — whether 
they  be  a  corporate  body,  an  associate  body,  a  joint  stock 
company,  or  association,  by  whatever  designation  they  may 
be  known.  The  reason  why  they  are  treated  for  the  pur- 
poses of  federal  jurisdiction,as  citizens  of  the  state  whose  laws 
they  have  invoked  to  enable  them  to  be  and  appear  by  one 
name  and  style  in  tribunals  of  justice,  applies  aptly  to  every 
aggregation  of  persons  invested  by  state  law,  with  this 
faculty  of  suing  and  being  sued  by  the  new  name,  which 
under  such  statutory  provisions,  represents  the  entire  body 
of  shareholders.  In  this  particular  as  party  litigant  a  cor- 
porate body  and  an  associate  body  are  identical.  The  rea- 
soning that  applies  to  one,  applies  to  the  other,  and  that 
reasoning  will  be  seen  at  large,  in  Marshal  agt.  The  BaUU 
more  and  Ohio  B.  B.  Co.^  (16  How.  U.  8.  Bep.,  325  to  329,) 
and  see  Covinffton,  Draw  Br.  Co.  agt.  Sheperd  et.  al.j  (20 
How.  U.  S.  Bep.j  233.) 

In  the  case  first  cited,  the  grounds  for  the  construction 
of  the  federal  constitution  auO  laws,  are  given  with  great 
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force.    (16  How.j  U.  S.  R.,  826.)    Mr.  Justice  Grier  delivr 
ering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says : 

''Now  if  this  be  a  right,  or  privilege  guaranteed  by  the 
constitution  to  citizens  of  one  state  in  their  controversies 
with  citizens  of  another,  it  is  plain  that  it  cannot  be  taken 
away  from  the  plaintiff  by  any  legislation  of  the  state  in 
which  the  defendant  resides.  If  A.  B.  and  C.  with  other 
dormant  or  secret  partners  be  empowered  to  act  bv  their 
representatives  to  sue  or  to  be  sued  in  a  collective  or  corpor- 
ate name,  their  enjojrment  of  these  privileges  granted  by 
state  authority,  cannot  nuUify  this  important  right  conferred 
on  those  who  contract  with  them." 

Again,  p.  327.  '^  The  necessities  and  conveniences  of 
trade  and  business,  require  that  such  numerous  associates 
and  stockholders,  should  act  by  representation,  and  have 
the  faculty  of  contracting,  suing  and  being  sued  in  a  ficti- 
tious or  collective  name.  But  these  important  faculties 
conferred  on  them  by  state  legislation  for  their  own  conve- 
nience, cannot  be  wielded  to  deprive  others  of  acknowl- 
edged rights.  It  is  not  reasonable  that  those  who  deal  with 
such  persons,  should  be  deprived  of  a  valuable  privilege  by 
a  syllogism,  or  rather  sophism,  which  deals  subtly  'with 
words  and  names,  without  regard  to  the  things  or  persons 
they  are  used  to  represent.  Nor  is  it  reasonable  that  repre- 
sentatives of  numerous,  unknown,  and  ever  changing  asso- 
ciates, should  be  permitted  to  allege  the  different  citizen- 
ship of  one  or  more  of  these  stockholders,  in  order  to 
defeat  the  plaintiffs  privilege.'' 

It  will  be  seen  in  the  extracts  given,  and  more  fully  in 
the  opinion  at  large,  that  the  whole  force  of  the  reasoning, 
applies  to  any  aggregate  body  of  shareholders  authorized 
by  state  law  to  sue  and  be  sued  by  their  collective  name,  or 
the  name  given  them  for  litigious  purposes  by  the  state 
law.  "  In  courts  of  law,''  says  this  learnad  judge  "  an  act 
of  incorporation  and  a  corporate  name  are  necessary  to  en- 
able the  representatives  of  a  numerous  association  to  sue 
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and  be:  sued.'*  And  it  is  for  this  reason,  that  reference 
is  so  often  made  to  corporations  in  this  and  other  cases 
bearing  upon  the  question. 

But  by  the  act  of  1849,  the  representatives  of  a  numer- 
ous association,  are  enabled  to  sue  and  be  sued  without  the 
act  of  incorporation,  or  the  corporate  name — but  by  its 
equivalent,  a  legal  association  and  a  legitimate  statutory 
name.  By  this  name,  the  whole  collective  body  of  share- 
holders are  represented  in  the  courts.  The  name  represents 
them,  as  the  corporate  name  represents  all  the  corporators 
or  stockholders,  the  name  given  in  each  case  by  the  state 
law  for  that  purpose. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  present  case  should  be  governed 
by  the  same  principles  of  law  which  determine  the  question 
of  citizenship,  in  case  of  corporations  authorized  by  the 
laws  of  a  state — and  that  the  order  appealed  from  was 
properly  made. 

Who  is  to  determine  whether  this  action  is  removable 
into  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  f  The  court  of 
appeals  has  held  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  must  be 
decided  by  the  circuit  court  itself,  {lUius  agt.  The  N.  F, 
and  N.  H.  R.  R.  Co.y  3  Kemany  579,)  and  have  pointed  out 
the  proper  practice  to  be  pursued.  If  the  circuit  court 
refuses  to  entertain  jurisdiction,  then  the  order  complained 
of  will  be  vacated,  and  the  case  will  proceed  in  the  supreme 
court. 

This  course  of  proceeding  avoids  all  conflict  between  the 
state  and  federal  courts,  leaves  the  decision  where  it  consti- 
tutionally belongs,  and  conforms  with  the  views  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  a  similar  case  before  them  where  an 
appeal  was  dismissed. 

It  is  a  doubtful  question  whether  an  appeal  lies  from  the 
special  to  the  general  ter/n  when  the  former  accepts  the 
surety  tendered,  and  the  other  formal  requisites  pointed  out 
by  the  acts  of  congress,  are  complied  with  by  the  applicant 
for  the  removal,  and  where  the  formalities  are  fully  com 
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plied  with  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  U.  S. 
court  can  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  I  think  the 
latter  court  should  be  applied  to  for  the  decision  of  that 
question.  If  that  court  entertains  the  suit^  state  courts 
cannot  overrule  the  decision — but  if  the  circuit  court 
declines  the  jurisdiction,  then  a  motion  can  be  made  to 
vacate  the  order  instead  of  appealing  from  it. 

My  brethren  are  of  opinion  the  order  appealed  from, 
should  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  affirmed,  with  $10  costs. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Inhan  S.  Lowell  agt.  The  Board  of 
Town  Auditoes  of  the  town  of  Westfobd. 

On  the  24Ui  of  March,  1864,  at  a  town  meeting,  held  in  the  town  of  Weatford, 
called  "  for  the  purpose  of  paying  bonntiee  to  volunteera  in  the  military  or  naval 
■enrice  of  the  United  States,  daring  the  existence  of  the  war,  now  earned  on, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  incidental  expenses  of  such  volunteering,  and 
of  raising  such  money,"  a  resolution  was  passed  "That  there  be  paid  the  sum  of 
^300  to  each  man  drafted  and  not  exempted,  and  the  same  be  raised  by  a  tax  upon 
the  taxable  property  of  the  town. 

The  resolution  was  amended  so  as  to  include  thoee  that  were  drafted  lasi  year  and 
paid  $300." 

On  the  8ih  of  June,  1864,  the  relator  was  drafted  for  three  years,  as  one  of  the 
quota  of  the  town,  under  the  call  by  the  president,  issued  September  17,  1863. 
On  the  23d  of  June,  he  paid  $300,  commutation,  and  was  discharged  **  from  far- 
ther liability  under  that  draft."  In  April,  1865,  a  local  act,  set  oat  in  the  opinion, 
was  passed,  legalizing  resolutions  by  town  meetings  in  the  county  of  Otsego, 
relating  to  the  payment  of  bounties  to  volunteers,  substitutes  and  drafted  men. 

In  November,  1867,  the  relator  presented  his  claim  for  $300  bounty,  under  the  reso- 
lution, to  the  defendants  who  refused  to  audit  it: 

Meld :  1.  That  the  payment  of  the  $300  was  a  discharge  of  the  doty  imposed  upon 
the  relator  by  the  draft  and  not  an  exemption. 

2.  That  the  resolution  embraced  those  thereafter  drafted  under  the  impending  call. 

).  That  the  local  act  legalized  the  resolution. 

L  That  the  terji  *' bounty  "  covered  premiums  offered  to  induce  men  to  enlist  and 
also  gratuities,  benevolences  and  generosities. 

t  That  under  the  resolution  the  relator  was  entitled  to  $300,  and  defendants  should 
be  required  by  mandamus  to  audit  his  claim  therefor. 

i 

June  Termj  1869. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term, 
granting  a  peremptory  mandamus,  requiring  the  defendants 
fDrthwith  to  assemble  and  audit  and  allow  the  relators 
elavm  of  $300  against  the  town. 

The  general  term  of  the  sixth  district,  affirmed  the  order 
with  the  modification  that  the  claim  should  be  audited  at 
the  next  annual  meeting  of  the  board  (53  Barh.,  655.) 

This  claim  arose  as  follows  :  On  the  24th  of  March,  1864^ 
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the  town  of  Westford,  at  a  special  town  meeting  held  on 
that  day,  passed  the  following  resolution  :  ^^  Resolved  that 
there  be  paid  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars  to  each  man 
drafted  and  not  exempted,  and  the  same  be  raised  by  a  tax 
upon  the  taxable  property  of  the  town.  The  resolution 
was  amended  so  as  to  include  those  that  were  drafted  last 
year  and  paid  $300."  The  meeting  was  called  "  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  bounties  to  volunteers  in  the  military  or 
naval  service  of  the  United  States,  during  the  existence  of 
the  war,  now  carried  on,  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
incidental  expenses  of  such  volunteering,  and  of  raising 
such  money.'' 

The  relator,  a  resident  of  the  town  of  Westford,  on  the 
8th  day  of  June,  1864,  was  drafted  into  the  military  service 
for  three  years,  and  on  the  23d  of  June,  L864,  paid  to  the 
proper  officer  $300,  and  was  discharged  from  '^further 
liability  under  that  draft. 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1865^  a  local  act,  relating  only  to 
the  counties  of  Herkimer  and  Otsego,  was  passed,  which  is 
set  out  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  the  7lh  of  November,  1867,  the  relator  presented 
the  board  of  town  auditors  of  the  town  of  Westford,  his 
claim  for  the  amount  so  paid  by  him,  accompanied  by  the 
requisite  proofs  and  the  board  passed  upon  and  rejected  the 
claim,  and  refused  to  audit  and  allow  the  same. 

J.  E.  Dewey,  for  appellants. 
N*  C.  MoAK,  for  re^ondents. 

Hunt,  Ch.  J.  No  allegation  is  made  by  the  appellant  tha; 
the  town  meeting  of  Westford,  held  on  the  24th  of  March. 
1864,  was  not  legally  convened.  I  do  not  myself  perceive 
anything  in  the  papers  or  the  proceedings  to  lead  me  to  doubt 
that  the  electors  of  that  town  were  on  that  day  legally  in 
session,  as  a  town  meeting,  I  shall,  therefore,  assume  the 
meeting  to  have  been  legally  convened. 
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The  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  on  the  14th  day  of 
April,  1866,  provided  that  "  all  acts  or  proceedings  of  the 
town  auditors,  or  of  legally  convened  town  meetings  in  the 
several  towns  in  the  counties  of  Herkimer  and  Otsego, 
relating  to  the  payment  of  bounties,  to  volunteers,  substi- 
tutes and  drafted  men,  together  with  all  bonds  or  obliga- 
tions, made  or  issued  in  pursuance  of  said  acts  and  proceed- 
ings, and  all  taxes  laid  or  imposed  under  said  acts  or  pro- 
ceedings, are  hereby  legalized,  confirmed  and  made  valid, 
provided  that  this  act  shall  apply  only  to  such  acts  and 
proceedings  as  were  done,  or  had  prior  to  the  tenth  day  of 
February,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-five,''  {Laws  of  1865, 
di.  440,  ^  1,  p.  800.)  The  acts  in  question  were  done  prior 
to  the  date  limited. 

The  first  defense  made  by  the  board  of  town  auditors  to 
the  relators  claim  is,  that  he  does  not  come  within  the  terms 
of  the  resolution,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  not  drafted  and 
not  exempted. 

It  is  conceded  that  he  was  drafted,  but  it  is  said  that  he 
afterwards  appeared  before  the  Provost  Marshal  and  his 
associates,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress 
of  March  3,  1863,  (^  13)  paid  the  sum  of  three  hundred 
dollars,  and  thereby  became  discharged  from  further  liability 
under  that  draft.  It  is  conceded  that  he  did  make  such 
payment  and  became  so  discharged. 

I  quite  agree  with  the  relator  that  he  was,  both  in  words 
and  in  substance,  within  the  terms  of  the  resolution,  and 
that  the  proceedings  before  the  provost  marshal  do  not 
impair  his  claim.  He  was  drafted  and  not  exempted.  The 
act  of  congress  of  February  24,  1864,  (§  10,  ch.  13,  vol  13 
p.  8,)  declares  who  shall  be  exempt  from  the  draft.  They 
are  those :  1.  Who  are  physically  or  mentally  unfit  for  the 
service.  2.  Persons  actually  in  the  service  at  the  time  of 
the  draft.  3.  Persons  who  have  served  for  two  years  during 
the  then  present  war,  and  have  been  honorably  discharged. 
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The  statute  then  proceeds  ^'  but  no  person  except  such  aa 
are  herein  exempted  shall  be  exempt.^' 

The  relator  did  not  fall  within  either,  of  these  classes. 
Being  thus  drafted  and  having  no  claim  to  exemption,  three 
courses  were  open  to  him.  He  might  enter  the  service  and 
discharge  the  duties  of  a  soldier  as  prescribed  by  law,  or  2d, 
he  might  ''furnish  an  acceptable  substitute  to  take  his  place 
in  the  draft,"  or  dd,  he  might  pay  to  such  person  as  the 
secretary  of  war  should  authorize  to  receive  it,  a  sum  not 
exceeding  three  hundred  dollars  "for  the  procuration  of 
such  substitute,"  {Stats.,  U.  5.,  March  3,  1864,  §  13,  vol  12, 
p.  733.) 

If  he  served  in  person,  the  case  disposed  of  itself  without 
further  provision.  In  the  event  that  he  furnished  a  substi- 
tute himself  or  paid  the  money  to  enable  the  secretary  of 
war  to  procure  a  s  ubstitute,  the  statute  declared  that  he 
should  be  "  discharged  from  further  liability  under  that 
draft." 

The  payment  of  the  money  to  the  government  to  enable 
them  to  procure  a  substitute,  or  the  furnishing  himself  a 
substitute,  was  a  discharge  of  the  duty  imposed  by  the  draft 
and  not  an  exemption.  It  was  a  performance  and  not  a 
release  without  performance.  In  no  just  sense  can  a  man  be 
said  to  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of  a  debt,  when  he  has 
been  sued — a  judgment  recovered  against  him,  and  the 
amount  forcibly  made  from  his  property.  A  soldier  who 
serves  out  his  time,  the  drafted  man  who  procures  "another 
actually  to  perform  his  duties,  or  who  furnishes  the  money 
to  the  government  for  the  same  purpose,  with  the  debtor 
I  have  named,  are  each  relieved  from  the  burden  imposed 
upon  them.  The  relief,  however,  comes  from  a  performance- 
of  the  duty,  and  not  from  an  exemption  from  its  claims. 
Nor  is  this  argument  affected  by  the  fact,  that  the  statute 
of  the  U.  S.  of  1864,  in  its  fifth  section,  declares  that  the 
"  exemption  of  any  person  "  on  account  of  such  payment, 
shall  not  extend  beyond  one  year,  but  that  at  the  end  of 
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the  year,  the  person  "  so  exempted,"  may  be  again  enrolled. 
!Exemptions,  as  such,  are  specifically  defined,  and  the  word 
in  the  fifth  section,  is  used  simply  as  a  descriptio  personarum^ 
and  not  by  way  of  definition.  It  cannot  be  held  to  impeach 
that  section,  which  declares,  that  no  other  than  those  speci- 
fically mentioned  "shall  be  exempt." 

Considered  both  with  reference  to  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  to  the  plain  language  of  the  reso- 
lution of  the  town  of  Westford,  I  have  no  doubt,  that  the 
relator  came  within  its  meaning,  as  a  man  drafted  and  not 
exempted. 

A  question  is  made,  whether  the  resolution  recited  em- 
braced those  to  be  thereafter  drafted,  or  whether  it  was 
limited  to  those  who  had  already  been  drafted.  The  lan- 
guage is,  **  to  each  man  drafted  and  not  exempted."  While* 
it  would  have  been  easy  to  have  said  "to  be  hereafter 
drafted,*'  if  subsequent  action  only  was  contemplated ;  it 
would  have  been  equally  simple  to  have  said  "  heretofore 
drafted  and  not  exempted,"  if  it  had  been  the  intent  of  the 
meeting  so  to  limit  its  action.  A  draft  had  been  had,  and 
a  draft  was  impending,  as  the  attendants  at  the  meeting  then 
knew,  and  as  we  now  know  from  the  history  of  the  events 
of  the  war,  and  which  was  actually  enforced  in  a  short  time 
thereafter.  I  see  nothing  to  authorize  the  inference  that 
this  promised  bounty  was  not  prospective,  while  a  strong 
argument  in  its  favor  is  found  in  the  supplement  to  the 
resolution,  which  provided  that  the  relief  should  be  fur- 
nished to  those  who  had  been  drafted  the  year  previous,  and 
paid  the  three  hundred  dollars.  If  the  body  of  the  resolu- 
tion had  been  understood  as  applying  to  past  transactions 
only,  such  an  amendment  would  not  have  been  offered. 

The  appellant  argues,  that  the  call  of  the  meeting  was 
for  a  specific  purpose,  authorized  by  law,  and  that  the  only 
resolution  adopted,  (if  the  relator's  construction  be  correct^ 
was  not  authorized  by  any  law.  This  is  quite  probable.  If 
the  resolution  adopted  had  been  of  itself  legal  and  coiisti* 
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tutional,  it  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  invoke  the  act 
of  1865  in  its  support.  It  is  only  upon  the  theory  that  it 
exceeded  the  limits  of  the  existing  powers  of  a  town  meet- 
ing, that  the  subsequent  act  of  the  legislafure,  making  it 
legal,  is  important. 

The  appellant  further  argues,  that  the  act  of  1865  relates 
to  and  legalizes  a  bounty  to  that  class  of  drafted  men  only 
who  actually  entered  the  service,  and  not  to  those  who  were 
drafted  and  furnished  a  substitute  or  the  money  for  a  sub- 
stitute. No  doubt  the  language  would  include  that  class  if 
any  such  existed.  I  see  no  reason,  however,  for  so  limiting 
the  operation  of  the  act,  especially  when  we  find  that  the 
class  proposed  to  be  excluded  required  such  legislation,  and 
we  have  no  evidejice  that  the  other  class  did  need  it.  The 
papers  do  not  show,  nor  are  we  in  any  manner  advised,  that 
town  resolutions  were  passed  respecting  drafted  men  actually 
in  the  service,  which  required  legislative  aid  to  make  them 
eflfectual. 

In  like  manner,  it  is  insisted  that  the  use  of  the  word 
'^  bounties,"  in  the  act  of  1865,  is  conclusive  against  the 
relator,  as  it  would  be  absurd,  it  is  said,  to  apply  it  to  those 
who  were  drafted  but  were  discharged  because  of  physi- 
cally disability,  or  by  reason  of  there  being  a  surplus. 

Such  action  on  the  part  of  a  town,  would  indeed  be  quite 
unreasonable.  It  was  not  anticipated  by  the  legislature,  and 
we  have  no  reason  to  think  that  any  such  existed;  certainly 
the  present  case  is  not  one  of  that  character.  The  town 
of  Westford  guarded  against  such  an  absurdity,  by  providing 
that  the  objects  of  their  bounty  should  be,  not  only  men  who 
were  drafted,  but  men  who  were  not  exempted*  In  what- 
ever form  the  citizens  of  Otsego  and  Herkimer  had  pledged 
themselves  to  volunteers,  substitutes  or  drafted  men,  the 
legislature  intended  to  enable  them  to  redeem  their  promises. 
"Bounties'' are  not  only  premiums  offered  to  induce  men 
to  enlist  into  the  public  service,  but  they  are  gratuities, 
benevolences  or  generosities,  extended  as  well  to  those  ac- 
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tiially  in  the  service  of  their  country,  as  to  those  who,  after 
a  faithful  discharge  of  sach  services,  have  become  relieved 
therefrom. 

Many  such  instances  have  occurred  under  our  own  gov- 
ernment. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  or  to  enforce 
the  imposition  of  taxes  is  unlimited.  {Toum  of  Cruilford  agt. 
Supervisors  of  Chenango^  3  Kem^  143  ;  Howell  agt.  Buffaloj 
37  N.Y.  2G7;  People  agt.  Mitchell^  35  N.Y.y  562;  3  WaOacej 
327 ;  6  TTaKoce,  293 ;  13  -ZV.  Y.  149.) 

The  order  should  be  affirmed  vnth  costs. 

Lorr,  J.  The  legality  of  the  special  town  meeting,  at 
which  the  resolution,  under  which  the  relator  makes  his 
claim,  was  passed,  is  not  questioned. 

Assuming  that  it  was  legally  convened,  all  its  acts  and 
proceeding  ^^  relating  to  the  payment  of  bounties  to  volun- 
teers, substitutes  and  drafted  men"  were^  by  the  local  act  of 
April  14,  1865,  (Laws  of  1865,  chap.  440,  §  1,)  relating  to 
the  couni/es  of  Herkimer  and  Otsego,  legalized,  confirmed 
and  made  valid. 

The  resolution  originally  offered,  provided,  '^  that  there  be 
paid  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars  to  each  man  drafted 
and  not  exempted,  and  the  same  be  raised  by  tax  upon  the 
taxable  property  of  the  town,"  but  was  amended  ^^  so  as  to 
include  those  that  were  drafted  last  year,  and  paid  three 
hundred  dollars,"  and  as  amended,  was  adopted. 

It  is  evident  from  the  amendment  to  the  resolution,  that 
the  portion  first  offered  was  intended  to  apply  to  such  men 
as  should  be  thereafter  drafted.  The  relator  was  one  of 
those.  He  was  not  exempt,  under  the  act  of  congress,  from 
enrollment  and  draft,  and  on  being  drafted  and  notified  to 
appear  before  the  board  of  enrollment,  he  was  held  to  ser- 
vice. He  then  paid,  to  a  person  duly  authorized  to  receive 
it,  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  for  the  procurement 
of  a  substitute,  which  payment  entitled  him  to  be  discharged 
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from  further  KabUity  under  that  draft,  and  thereupon  the 
board  of  enrolknent  gave  him  a  certificate  that  he  was  ^^  ex- 
empt from  all  liability  to  military  duty  for  this  draft.'* 
Although  the  term  "  exempt  '*  is  used,  it  is  evident  that  it 
was  used  in  the  place  of  "discharged.*' 

The  resolution  in  limiting  the  appropriation  to  those  "not 
exempted  "  clearly  had  refererence  to  such  as  were  liable  to 
enrollment  and  draft,  and  were  not  rejected  as  physically  or 
mentally  unfit  for  service,  or  entitled  to  absolute  exemption 
for  the  specific  causes  mentioned  in  the  act  of  congress. 

Its  fair  meaning  is,  that  every  person  who  was  drafted 
and  liable  to  be  held  for  service,  should  be  paid  three  hun- 
dred dollars.  It  is  not  restricted  to  men  who  did  personal 
service  under  the  draft.  Those  who  procured  substitutes  or 
gave  the  requisite  sum  to  procure  one,  stood  on  the  same 
footing  with  them. 

This  is  manifest  from  the  amendment  made  "  so  as  to 
include  those  that  were  drafted  last  year  and  paid  three 
hundred  dollars." 

The  relator  was,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  payment  of  the 
sum  specified  by  the  resolution.  That  appropriation  was  a 
"  bounty  to  drafted  men  ^  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of 
1865,  and  was  legalized  by  it. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  add  anything  further,  than  to 
say  that  I  fully  concur  in  the  well  considered  and  able  opin- 
ion of  the  learned  justice  who  gave  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  at  general  term,  and  in  the  views  expressed  by  him. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Decision  accordingly. 
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UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT. 

The    Merchants'  National  Bank  of  Lowell^  Mass.  agt. 

Chables  Leland  aDd  others. 


upon  a  snit  brongbt  in  a  coort  of  the  United  States,  upon  an  undertaking  given  in  an 
action  in  a  state  court,  conditioned  to  paj  the  judgment  if  a  motion  for  a  new  tria 
is  dsnied,  if  it  appears  that  the  undertaking  was  merely  an  additional  security  foi 
the  payment  of  the  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant  has  appealed  from  the  ordei 
denying  a  new  trial  and  that  the  state  court  has  upon  motion  stayed  proceedings 
apon  the  judgment  pending  the  appeal,  the  defendants  can,  by  an  auzilliary  suit 
iu  equity,  obtain  a  stay  of  aU  proceedings  upon  any  judgment  that  the  plaintiff 
may  recover  in  a  suit  on  the  undertaking  pending  the  appeal  in  the  state  court. 


Southern  District  of  New  York. 

Action  on  aa  undertakiDg  given  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  stay  proceedings  pending  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  in  an  actioo  wherein  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  judg- 
ment against  two  of  the  defendants,  m  a  state  court. 

The  condition  of  the  undertaking,  was  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment if  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied.  It  was 
given  pursuant  an  order  of  the  court,  requiring  it  as  a  con- 
dition of  granting  a  stay  of  proceedings  on  the  judgment. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  denied,  the 
defendants  in  that  case  appealed  to  the  general  term  and  the 
court  upon  motion,  and  after  a  hearing,  ordered  a  stay  of 
proceedings  on  the  judgment  pending  the  appeal,  provided 
the  defendants  gave  a  bond  or  undertaking  of  the  same 
general  character  as  required  upon  appeals  from  judgments. 
The  defendants  gave  the  undertaking  required. 

The  plaintiff  having  commenced  this  action  and  entered 
a  rule  that  defendants  plead,  the  defendants  now  moved  to 
stay  proceedings  in  this  action  pending  the  appeal  in  the 
stat^  court. 
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Francis  C.  BABLOw,/or  plaintiffs. 

William  G.  Choate  and  Jour  Fitch,  for-  defendants. 

Blatchfobd,  J.  The  several  stays  of  proceedings  granted 
by  the  state  court,  by  th6  orders  of  May  11,  1868,  May  SO, 
1868,  and  January  21,1869,  are,  in  effect,  nothing  more  than 
stays  of  the  collection  by  execution  of  the  judgment  recov- 
ered in  the  state  court. 

If  it  were  quite  clear  that  the  undertaking  of  May  29, 
1868,  was  merely  an  additional  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  judgment,  the  mode  of  giving  the  defendants  in  this  suit 
relief  by  staying  the  plaintiff's  proceedings  herein,  by  an 
order  made  on  a  motion  to  that  end,  would  be  objectionable 
as  concluding  the  plaintiff's  rights  without  his  having  any 
means  of  review.  But  I  regard  it  as  by  no  means  certain, 
that  the  undertaking,  given  as  it  was,  and  as  is  stated  on  its 
face,  lor  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  stay  of  execution  on 
the  judgment,  until  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  the  suit 
could  be  heard  and  decided,  and  in  consideration  of  such 
stay  and  being  an  absolute  undertaking  to  pay  this  amount 
directed  to  be  paid  by  the  judgment,  if  such  ^notion  for  a 
new  trial  should  be  denied,  is  not  one  which  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit  are  entitled  to  enforce  at  once,  without  regard  to 
the  appeal  from  the  judment.  That  question,  and  the 
question  whether  this  court  has  any  right  to  interpolate  into 
the  undertaking  any  other  condition  than  the  one  expressed 
in  it,  or  which  to  make  it  operative,  namely :  that  the  mo- 
tion, for  a  new  trial  should  be  denied  or  dismissed,  ought  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied 
and  that  the  defendants  in  the  judgment  had  the  benefit  of 
a  stay  in  execution  therein,  while  such  motion  was  pending, 
to  be  raised  and  disposed  of  in  a  plenary  suit.  A  suit 
brought  on  the  equity  side  of  this  court  by  the  defendants 
in  the  suit  against  the  plaintiff  therein,  to  restrain  or  regulate 
this  suit  and  thereby  prevent  injustice,  would  not  be  an 
original  suit,  but  would  only  be  auxiliary  and  supplementary 
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to  and  dependent  on  this  suit  and  would  be  maintainable 
without  reference  to  the  citizenship  or  residence  of  the  par- 
ties to  it ;  and  process  iu  it  could  be  served  on  the  plaintiff 
in  this  suit  out  of  this  district.  {Dunn  agt.  Clarky  8  Peters, 
1 ;  Clark  agt.  Matthetcsony  12  Peters,  169,  172 ;  Freeman 
agt.  Hoice,  24  How.y  451,  460;  St.  LuMs  Hospital  agt.  Bar 
day ;  3  Blakeleyy  C.  C  R^,y  259 ;  Logan  agt.  Patrick,  5 
Cranchy  280 ;  Dunlap  agt.  Stetson,  14  Mason,  349,  360.) 

As  the  amount  of  the  judgment  obtained  in  this  court  and 
collection  of  which  is  sought  to  be  restrained  is  $5,301.23, 
either  party  to  such  equity  suit,  could  obtain  the  judgment 
the  of  the  highest  court  in  the  question  involved.  I  think  the  * 
proper  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  present  motion  is  to 
direct  a  stay  of  all  proceedings  in  this  suit  to  collect  on  ex- 
ecution any  judgment  which  the  plaintiff  may  obtain  herein, 
on  condition  that  the  defendants  herein  institute  within 
thirty  days  herefrom  such  an  equity  suit  as  is  above  sug- 
gested. 

I  do  not  feel  disposed  to  interfere  with  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  proceed  to  obtain  a  judgment  in  this  suit  if  they 
are  entitled  to  one  as  against  any  legal  defence  which  may  * 
be  interpoited,  leaving  the  questions  which  were  raised  and 
discussed  on  the  motion  to  be  disposed  of  in  the  equity  suit 
to  be  brought. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
IsmoB  Popper  agt.  Joseph  Scheideb  and  Samuel  Strickeb. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  partntniMp  between  the  plaintift  and  the  defendants  ia 
positively  denied,  that  a  very  small  proportion  of  the  partnership  capital  was 
originally  contributed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  by  the  aHowance  of  an  injunction 
and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  the  large  partnership  bnsinesa  will  be  arrested 
and  perhaps  rained,  the  order  for  an  injunction  and  receiver  will  be  set  aside,  on 
the  defendants  giving  ample  security  that  they  will  pay  the  plaintiff  any  snm 
found  to  be  dae  him  on  a  proper  accounting. 

A  provisional  remedy  is  only  auxilliary  to  ultimate  relief,  and  should  never  usurp 
or  anticipate  the  office  and  effects  of  a  trial  on  the  merits. 

Special  Term,  October^  1869. 

Several  days  since,  on  affidavits  made  by  the  plaintiff 
that  he  was  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  which  the  defendants 
were  also  partners,  that  the  defendants  had  altered  the  style 
of  the  firm  without  his  (plaintiff 's)  consent,  so  as  to  exclude 
,any  appearance  of  his  having  an  interest  therein  ;  that  he 
was  informed  by  them  that  he  could  go  about  his  busi- 
nesSy  and  that  his  interests  in  the  business  were  endangered, 
applied  for  an  order  dissolving  the  copartnership  and  appoint- 
ing a  receiver.  On  the  facts  set  forth  the  order  was  granted, 
and  Mr.  Thomas  J.  Barr,  on  filing  the  proper  bonds,  took 
possession  of  the  copartnership  property  as  receiver.  Ap- 
plication is  now  made  by  defendants  to  set  aside  the  injunc- 
tion order,  and  also  the  order  appointing  a  receiver.  This 
motion  was  made  on  affidavits  setting  torth  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  a  general  partner ;  that  the  partnership  property 
amounts  to  $60,000  or  $70,000  ;  that  all  the  cash  capital 
the  plaintiff  had  therein,  was  $1,800,  and  an  interest  in  the 
profits  to  the  extent  of  seven  and  a  half  per  cent.,  all  the 
balance  belonging  to  the  defendants.  The  defendants 
also  set  forth  that  if  the  receiver  be  continued,  and  the 
order  appointing  him  is  carried   out,  the   result   will   be 
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that  their  profitable  business — a  business  which  has  been 
the  result  of  years  of  industry,  and  which  they  (the 
defendants)  have  established  at  great  expense  and  trouble — 
will  be  ruined,  and  their  prospects  in  life  blighted.  They 
also  allege  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  instituted  these  pro- 
ceedings so  much  to  secure  his  interest  or  the  moneys  due 
him  from  the  concern,  as  through  malice,  they  having 
already  offered  to  pay  him  his  $1,800,  and  also  agreed  to 
secure  to  him  the  further  payment  of  any  amount  found  to 
be  due  him  on  account  of  his  share  in  the  profits. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  defendants  appealed  to  the 
court  to  modify  the  order  appointing  the  receiver,  so  as  to 
allow  them  to  give  security  in  any  sum  the  court  may 
name,  to  the  effect  that  they  will  pay  plaintiff  any  sum 
found  to  be  due  him  on  a  proper  accounting ;  and  that  the 
order  appointing  such  receiver  be  discharged,  and  they 
allowed  to  conduct  and  take  care  of  their  business  as  usual, 

Wm.  M.  Tweed,  Jr.  of  counsel  for  motion. 
Mr.  Porter  opposed. 

McCuNN,  J.  This  action  is  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  in 
equity,  in  which  the  relief  demanded  is  the  dissolution  of 
an  alleged  copartnership,  and  an  adjustment  of  the  partner- 
ship accounts,  and  in  which,  provisional  relief  is  sought  by 
an  injunction  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  I  allowed 
an  interlocutory  or  Jer  for  an  injunction  and  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver.  The  motion  now  is,  to  modify  the  order  of 
injunction  and  appointing  a  receiver;  and  instead,  to  per- 
mit the  defendants  to  file  security  to  pay  the  plaintiff  any 
sum  that  may  be  found  due  him  on  a  final  settlement  of  the 
partnership  accounts.  In  view  of  the  facts  that  a  partner- 
ship between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  is  positively  denied, 
that  a  very  small  proportion  of  the  partnership  capital  was 
contributed  by  the  plaintiff,  if,  indeed,  any  were  contributed 
by  him  in  the  character  of  partner ;  that  by  the  allowance 
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of  an  mj  unction  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  the 
partnership  business,  which  is  very  large  and  flourishing, 
will  be  arrested,  and,  perhaps,  ruined ;  and  that,  by  the 
modification  proposed,  the  plaintiff  will  be  abundantly 
secured  in  all  bis  rights,  absolute  or  contingent,  I  cannot 
doubt  but  the  equity  of  the  case  requires  a  recision  of  the 
order  of  injunction  and  receivership,  and  the  substitution 
of  an  order  to  the  effect  suggested.  It  is  thus  that  a 
court  of  equity  moulds  and  adapts  the  remedial  relief  it 
accords,  so  as  to  reach  the  ends  of  substantial  justice  with- 
out compromising  the  rights  or  interests  of  any  party  to  the 
litigation.  A  provisional  remedy  is  only  auxiliary  to  ulti- 
mate relief,  and  should  never  usurp  or  anticipate  the  ofSce 
and  effects  of  a  trial  on  the  merits.  If,  on  the  final  hearing, 
it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact  a  partner,  and,  as 
such,  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits,  be  will  on  final  judg- 
ment, have  a  decree  for  his  proportion,  and,  in  the  mean- 
while, the  security  exacted  and  given  will  guarantee  him 
the  full  measure  of  relief  to  which  he  may  show  himself 
entitled.    Order  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 


Nelson  Rowe,  respondent  agt.  Cyseke  SiOTfl,  appellant. 


In  an  action  against  a  married  %fioman  for  trespcus  committed  by  her  cattle  apon  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff,  her  husband  need  not  be  joined  as  a  party  defendant. 
(Baloom,  J.  dissenting.) 


Sixth  District^  Binghamton,  General  Termy  July,  1869. 

Be/ore  Balcoh,  Boardman  and  Parker,  Justices. 

This  action  of  trespass  was  brought  in  a  justice's  court, 
where  the  plaintiff  recovered  $20,  and  upon  appeal  the 
judgment  was  afQrmed  by  the  Cortland  county  court.  An 
appeal  was  .then  taken  to  this  court. 

HoTT  and  Smith,  for  appellant. 
Ballard  and  Warren,  for  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Boardman,  J.  It  is  conceded  that  the  cat- 
tle, horses  and  hogs  of  defendant,  passed  from  her  land  upon 
the  plaintiff's  land,  the  fences  between  the  two  farms  hav- 
ing been  before  that  removed,  and  that  damage  was  done  to 
plaintiff 's  land  and  crops.  Upon  such  a  state  of  facts  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  that  the  defendant  is  liable,  unless  the  legal 
objections  urged  by  the  defendant  on  this  appeal  are  well 
founded.  Because  the  defendant  is  a  married  woman^  it  is 
insisted  the  action  cannot  be  maintained,  without  joining 
her  husband  as  a  party.  If  we  are  governed  by  the  Code 
as  it  was  amended  in  1857,  (^  114,)  and  has  since  stood,  the 
wife  could  not  be  sued  alone,  except  by  her  husband. 

The  husband  must  be  joined  except  where  she  sues  in 
respect  to  her  separate  property,  or  where  the  action  is 
between  husband  and  wife. 
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By  the  act  of  L860,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  1862 
{Laws  of  1862,  p.  343,  dtc.)  "  any  married  woman  may  sue 
or  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate property  •  •  •  in  the  same  marner  as  if  she  were 
sole/'  **  In  an  action  brought  or  defended  by  any  married 
woman  in  her  name,  her  husband  shall  not — neither  shall 
his  property — be  liable  for  the  costs  thereof,  nor  the  recovery 
therein."  **  A  married  woman  may  be  sued  in  any  of  the 
courts  of  this  state,  and  when  any  judgment  shall  be  recov- 
ered against  any  married  woman,  the  same  may  be  enforced 
by  execution  against  her  sole  and  separate  property  m  the 
same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole."  The  act  of  1862, 
certainly  modifies  the  Code  (^  114)  and  in  its  letter  au 
thorizes  the  making  of  a  married  woman  sole  defendant 

in  all  matters  touching  her  separate  estate  or  arising  there- 
from. 

Nor  is  there  any  reason  founded  on  principle  or  authority 
by  which  actions  ex  delicto  as  well  as  actions  ex  contractu 
are  not  embraced  in  the  above  provisions. 

The  cases  cited  by  appellant  are  of  torts  of  a  peraonal 
character,  such  as  assault  and  battery,  libel,  slander,  and  for 
penalties  in  nowise  affecting  or  arising  from  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman,  and  should  be  carefully  distin- 
guished from  the  class  of  torts  frequently  arising  out  of  the 
ordinary  conduct  of  business,  such  as  negligence,  trespass  on 
land,  trover,  replevin,  fraud,  &c.'  The  former,  are  the  per- 
sonal acts  of  the  wife,  for  which  the  husband  is  held  respon- 
sible, upon  the  theory,  that  he  has  the  power  to  control  the 
conduct  of  his  wife. 

But  when  the  wife  is  allowed  to  conduct  business  inde- 
pendent of  her  husband,  it  would  be  very  unjust  that  he 
should  be  held  responsible  for  all  her  errors  of  omission  or 
commission,  and  the  law  does  not  require  it;  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  cases  cited  by  the  appellant,  will  show 
nothing  in  conflict  with  this  distinction,  and  the  following 
cases  support  the  rule  I  have  laid  down,  {Porter  agt.  Mount, 
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45  Barb.y  425 ;  Klen  agt.  Gibney,  24  How.^  31 ;  MarreU  agt. 
Cowfey,  17  -466.,  76  ;  CodCj  §§  118,  119.) 

By  the  act  of  1860,  property  acquired  by  the  labor  of  a 
married  woman  belongs  to  her ;  and  this  stock  which  com- 
mitted this  trespass  was  bought  out  of  such  earnings. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  return  showing  whether  such 
earnings  were  before  or  after  1860,  and  in  such  cases  every 
presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  judgment,  and  that  the  prop- 
erty was  hers.  {Bishop  agt,  Jfam,  17  How,,  162.)  Even 
if  this  were  not  so,  the  defendant  would  still  be  responsible, 
for  trespass  committed  by  cattle  in  her  possession  and  under 
her  control.  {Tonatoanda  B.  B.  Co.,  agt.  Munger,  5  Denio, 
255.)  I  cannot  see  how  the  evidence  relating  to  the  lane  or 
highway  and  the  division  fence,  can  operate  as  a  ground  for 
reversing  this  judgment,  since  there  is  no  attempt  to  show 
that  plaintiff  removed  any  portion  of  the  fence  which  he 
was  bound  to  maintain.  (Golden  &gt.  Eld/redj  15  J.  i2., 
220.) 

As  a  question  of  fact,  that  has  been  settled  by  the  justice 
against  the  defendant,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  return 
from  which  we  can  say  that  such  conclusion  was  wrong; 
all  the  inquiries  as  to  the  location  of  the  division  fence,  or 
the  existence  of  a  highway,  were  wholly  immaterial. 

There  is  nothmg  in  the  other  exceptions  which  calls  for 
particular  notice. 

There  were  no  fatal  errors  committed  on  the  trial  before 
the  justice,  and  the  judgment  of  the  justice  and  of  the 
county  court  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Pabker,  J.  concurs. 

Balcom,  J.  dissents. 

Balcom,  p.  J.,  dissenting.  This  was  an  action  for  trespasses 
committed  on  plaintiff's  land  by  defendant's  cattle.  One 
defense  was,  that  the  defendant  was  a  married  woman  and 
that  her  husband,who  was  living  with  her,  should  have  been 
joined  with  her  as  a  defendant  in  the  action. 
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The  action  was  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
where  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the 
defendant,  personally,  for  $20  damages,  besides  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  Cortland  county  coart, 
where  the  judgment  against  her  was  affirmed  with  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment  of  the  Cort- 
land county  court  to  this  court. 

The  cause  was  first  argued  at  the  July  term  of  this 
court  in  1868 — the  court  being  equally  divided  in  opinion, 
a  reargument  was  ordered  at  the  November  general  term  of 
this  court  in  1868. 

The  cause  was  again  argued  at  the  January  general  term 
of  this  court  in  1869,  and  was  decided  at  the  May  general 
term,  1869,  by  Boardman,  Parker  and  Balcom,  Justices — 
Justice  Murray  was  then  sitting  as  a  member  of  the  court 
of  appeals. 

It  is  provided  by  section  114  of  the  Code,  "when  a  mar- 
ried woman  is  a  party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with 
her,  except  that :  1.  When  the  action  concerns  her  sepa- 
rate property,  she  may  sue  alone."  The  second  subdivision 
of  that  section  relates  to  actions  between  husband  and  wife 
and  need  not  be  considered. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  join  the  husband  as  a  defendant  with  the  wife  in  an 
action  like  this,  unless  the  old  rule  was  changed  by  the  leg- 
islature in  1860  or  1862.  {See  Coon  agt.  Brook,  21  Barb.j 
546  ;  Horton  agt.  Payne,  27  How.,  Pr.  JB.,  874 ;  and  cases 
there  cited),  Horton  agt.  Payne^  was  affirmed  at  a  general 
term  of  this  court. 

This  action  concerned  the  damage  the  defendant's  cattle 
did  upon  the  plaintiff's  land.  It  did  not  concern  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  the  defendant  within  the  meaning  of  section 
114  of  the  Code. 

The  action  was  ex  delicto,  for  a  tort.  The  law  always 
was,  prior  to  1860,  that  the  husband  was  jointly  liable  with 
the  wife  for  her  torts.     If  the  cattle  of  the  wife  escape  and 
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do  damage  upon  the  land  of  another  it  is  her  tort ;  for 
which  her  husband  is  jointly  liable  with  her,  unless  be 
is  relieved  fW>m  such  liability  by  the  laws  of  1860  or 
1862. 

According  to  section  7  of  chapter  90  of  the  laws  of  1860, 
{Laws  of  1860,  jp.  168.)  "Any  married  woman  may,  while 
married,  sue  and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to 
her  property.^^  The  same  or  similar  language  was  retained 
when  that  section  was  amended  in  1862,  {Laws  of  L862,  p. 
344.) 

It  is  provided  by  chapter  172  of  the  laws  of  1862,  {Laws 
of  1862,  p.  343.)  "In  an  action  brought  or  defended  by  any 
married  woman  in  her  name,  her  husband  shall  not,  neither 
shall  his  property,  be  liable  for  the  costs  thereof,  or  the  re- 
covery therein.''  {Id.  ^  5.)  "  A  married  woman  may  be 
sued  in  any  of  the  courts  in  this  state,  and  whenever  a  judg- 
ment shall  be  recoverd  agaifist  a  married  woman,  the  same 
may  be  enforced  by  execution  again t  her  sole  and  separate 
estate  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole."  {Id.  ^  7.) 

I  think  this  language  is  insufficient  to  relieve  the  husband 
from  his  common  law  liabilitv  for  the  torts  of  his  wife.  It 
only  exempts  him  from  liability  for  damages  or  costs  in 
actions  to  which  his  wife  is  a  party  when  he  is  not  also  a 
party.  The  legislature  must  take  another  step  in  order  to 
relieve  the  husband  from  liability  for  the  torts  of  his  wife, 
whether  she  commits  them  with  her  own  hands  or  by 
allowing  her  cattle  to  go  upon  the  land  of  another. 

But  it  is  said  this  action  was  a  "matter  having  relation  to 
the  sole  and  separate  property''  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
therefore,  she  was  properly  sued  the  same  as  if  she  had  been 
sole.     {Laws  of  1862,  p.  344,  §  7.) 

The  action  did  not  and  could  not  affect  the  defendant's 
right  or  title  to  the  cattle  that  did  the  damage  upon  the 
plaintiff's  land  ;  nor  did  it  affect  her  possession  or  the  right 
to  the  possession  of  such  cattle ;  and  I  am  of  the  opinion 
she  was  not  sued  in  a  "matter  having  relation  to  her  sole  and 
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separate  property,"  withifa  the  meaniDg  of  the  act  of  1860 
as  amended  in  1862,  (Lawc  of  1862,  p.  344,  ^  7.) 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  judgment  of 
the  county  court  and  that  of  the  justice  of  the  peace  in  the 
action,  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 

NOTB :  It  is  andentood  the  defendant  has  taken  the  aboTe  canae  to  the  oonit  of 
appeals— leaye  having  been  granted  to  oairy  the  case  to  that  oonrt  by  the  sapreme 
eoortk 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

t 

William  C.  Rogebs,  Respondent,  agt.  Maby  Mabshall  and 

others.  Appellants. 

This  ooart  never  refiues  jpre^untnory  injunctions  and  the  appoiniment  of  a  receiver ^  if 

the  condition  of  the  subject  of  the  controYeray  reqnires  the  aid  of  these  provisional 

remedies. 
This  mle  applied  to  this  case,  where  it  appeared  that  the  defendants,  who  were 

alleged  to  be  holding  the  premises  nnder  a  defective  title,  were  irresponsible; 

that  they  were  collecting  the  rents,  which  they  were  nnable  to  refund,  and  which 

probably  would  be  lost  if  they  were  not  restrained. 

New  York  General  Term,  Augusty  1869. 

Be/are  CLERKe,  P.  J.,  Cabdozo  and  Babnabd,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order,  granting  a  preliminary  injunction 
and  appointing  a  receiver. 

A.  C.  MoBBis,  for  appellants. 

In  January  1855,  Lewis  C.  Rogers,  the  father  of  the 
plaintiff,  was  the  owner  of  six  lots  of  ground  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  described  in  the  complaint^  worth,  free  from 
incumbrance,  about  $17,000,  and  no  more,  as  appears  by 
the  uncontradicted  testimony  of  two  experienced  witnesses. 

The  property  was  incumbered  by  a  first  mortgage  for 
$10,000,  by  a  second  mortgage  held  by  one  Singer  for  $6,665 
and  was  further  incumbered  by  judgments  amounting  to 
$1,500. 

Rogers  himself  was  hopelessly  insolvent,  and  remained  so 
to  the  day  of  his  death. 

On  the  9th  of  July  1855,  one  James  Maginn  recovered  a 
judgment  against  Rogers  in  the  N.  Y.  common  pleas,  by 
which  said  premises  were  adjudged  to  be  sold  by  the  sheriff, 
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for  the  satisfaction  of  a  lien  filed  by  said  Maginn,  under  the 
N.  Y.  mechanics'  lien  law. 

The  premises  were  afterwards  sold  by  the  sheriff  and 
bought  by  Singer,  the  holder  of  the  second  mortgage. 

It  is  shown  by  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Marshall  • 
that  almost  immediately  after  the  sale,  Singer,  with  the 
knowledge  and  concurrence  of  Rogers,  moved  into  the  prem- 
ises and  commenced  there  the  business  of  keeping  a  public 
house,  and  continued  to  occupy  the  premises  up  to  the  time 
of  his  death. 

Rogers  removed  from  the  premises  and  went  to  the  Second 
avenue,  where  he  opened  a  public  house^  and  never  returned 
to  the  premises  bought  by  Singer. 

Singer,  instead  of  taking  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  immedi- 
ately, as  he  was  probably  entitled  to  do,  took  merely  a  cer- 
tificate of  his  purchase,  as  in  ordinary  sales  under  executions. 
In  about  a  year  thereafter  Singer  died,  not  yet  having 
received  his  deed. 

Singer  left  him  surviving  his  sister,  Mrs.  Prevost,  his  only 
next  of  kin  and  heir  at  law,  who  immediately  took  undis- 
puted possession  of  the  premises  in  question,  and  of  all  the 
effects  of  her  deceased  brother,  including  the  aforesaid  mort- 
gage. 

She  aflerwards  received  a  deed  of  the  premises  from  the 
sheriff. 

Mrs.  Prevost  died  in  ]  864,  leaving  all  her  property  to  her 
daughter,  Mrs.  Marshall,  one  of  the  defendants. 

The  above  facts  are  all  sworn  to,  in  the  most  positive 
manner,  by  Mrs.  Marshall,  and  are  wholly  uncontradicted. 

Rogers  died  in  1860,  some  five  years  after  the  purchase  by 
Singer,  during  the  whole  of  which  time  Singer  and  his  fam- 
ily had  held  the  possession  of  the  property  undisputed. 

Mrs.  Marshall  has  since  (nine  years)  remained  in  actual 
occupation  of  the  premises.  She  is  engaged  there  in  keeping 
a  public  house,  by  which  she  supports  a  large  family. 

The  plaintiff,  who  is  the  only  heir  at  law  of  Lewis  C. 
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Kogers,  and  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  his 
father,  now,  after  fourteen  years  of  undisturbed  possession 
by  the  Singer  family,  brings  this  suit  to  recover  back  the 
property. 

A  motion  for  an  injunction  and  receiver  was  made  upon 
the  complaint,  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  James  Maginn, 
and  an  order  was  made  enjoining  Mrs.  Marshall  from  collect- 
ing rents  of  the  premises,  and  appointing  a  receiver,  which 
order,  if  continued,  will  break  up  her  business,  and  throw 
herself  and  children  in  the  street. 

I.  The  allegations  of  the  complaint  not  being  sworn  to 
positively  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  any  proof  of  the  facts 
alleged  therein.  (Bosttmck  agt.  Elton,  26  How.j  362.)  The 
same  may  be  said  of  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  which  is 
qualified  by  the  admission  that  he  "  knew  nothing  of  the 
facts  above  set  forth  till  recently.'-^  Of  course,  he  can  have 
no  personal  knowledge  of  them.  The  only  proof,  therefore, 
upon  which  the  injunction,  order,  &c.,  rests,  is  the  unsup 
ported  affidavit  of  Maginn.  This  affidavit  relates  to  a  matter 
that  occurred  fourteen  years  ago.  The  statement  of  Maginn 
is  denied  in  the  most  positive  manner  by  Mrs.  Marshall,  the 
defendant.  She  lived  with  her  uncle,  Mr.  Singer,  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  and  was  personally  cognizant  of 
what  she.  swears  to. 

n.  There  is  no  precedent  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
in  a  case  like  the  present.  The  plaintiff  might  as  well  ask 
for  a  receiver  in  an  action  of  ejectment.  (  WilMs  agt.  CorlieSy 
2  Edw.,  Ch.  281 ;  3  Jd.,  304;  Jrf.,  312;  Id.,  246;  People 
agt.  Davidson^  4  Barb.j  112.) 

m.  An  injunction  or  receiver  is  never  granted  when  the 
whole  equity  of  the  complaint  is  denied.  (18  How.,  186,  et 
passim.) 

TV.  But  assuming  the  sale  to  Singer  to  be  void,  then 
Singer  and  his  representatives,  being  mortgagees  in  posses- 
sion, cannot  be  disturbed  without  a  redeniption. 
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George  W.  Wingate,  fw  Req^ondent 

It  appears  by  the  papers  upon  which  the  order  appealed 
from  was  granted : 

1.  That  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  premises  unless 
his  title  has  vested  in  the  defendant,  Mary  Marshall,  by  vir^ 
tue  of  the  sheriff's  deed,  given  upon  the  alleged  foreclosure 
of  the  Maginn  mechanics'  lien. 

2.  That  this  lien  had  been  paid  and  satisfied  by  the  plain- 
'  tiff's  ancestor,  prior  to  any  sale  thereunder,  and  that  the 

subsequent  proceedings  were  wholly  unauthorized  by  the 
plaintiff  therein. 

3.  That  the  deed  under  which  the  defendants  claim  was 
confehsedly  irregular. 

4.  That  there  was  no  transfer  of  possession  after  sale,  and 
that  this  deed  was  not  recorded  until  after  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff's  ancestor,  and  the  whole  matter  was  kept  concealed 
from  his  heirs. 

5.  That  the  defendants  claim  to  be  mortgagees  in  posses- 
sion, although  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  redeem. 

6.  That  it  is  conceded  that  the  defendants  are  irresponsi- 
ble, that  they  are  collecting  the  rents  and  profits,  which  they 
are  unable  to  refund,  and  which  will  he  wholly  lost  unless  they 
are  restrained  from  so  doing ^  and  thai;  they  have  permitted  the 
premises^  during  their  occupation,  to  faU  into  a  ruinous  and 
dilapidated  condition,  which  is  constantly  growing  worse j  so 
that  unless  the  same  areplo/ced  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  the 
plaintiff  wiU  suffer  irreparable  damage. 

First  The  proceedings  upon  the  foreclosure  of  Maginn's 
lien  and  the  deed  given  by  the  sheriff  thereunder,  under 
which  the  defendants  claim  title,  did  not  divest  the  title  of 
Lewis  C.  Rogers,  the  plaintiff's  father,  to  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint. 

(a.)  It  will  be  recollected  that  the  foreclosure  of  a  me 
chanic's  lien  is  a  statutory  proceeding  in  derogation  of  the 
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common  law^  and  of  an  extraordinary  nature^  and  that  unless 
the  statute  is  strictly  complied  with^  the  owner's  title  is  not 
divested^  and  the  court  loses  jurisdiction.  (Boherts  agt* 
Fowler y  3  E,  D,  8.,  632.)  No  title  passes  in  a  statutory  pro- 
ceeding unless  to  be  proven  to  be  regular.  No  intendment 
in  its  favor  can  be  made.  (Sharp  agt.  Speir^  4  Hilly  76 ; 
Striker  agt.  Kelly ^  2  Denio,  323.) 

(b.)  The  plaintiff)  in  the  suit  to  foreclose  the  lien  in  ques- 
tion, having  settled  with  the  owner  of  the  premises,  and 
given  a  receipt  in  fuU^'  his  lien  ceased  to  he  a  lienj  and  was 
dissolved,  which  immediately  put  an  end  to  the  whole  pro- 
ceeding, and  rendered  all  subsequent  proceedings  void. 
The  lien  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole  proceeding.  It 
being  strictly  a  proceeding  in  rem,  {Conkright  agt.  Thomsonj 
1  E.  D.  S.J  663 ;  and  see  Beals  agt.  Congregation  of  B^nai 
Jeshurunj  Id,  654.)  The  lien  must  continue  until  judgment 
is  recovered  and  payment  enforced  by  legal  proceedings. 
(Randolph  agt.  Leary^  3  E.  D,  8,y  639 ;  Jackson  agt.  Morse^ 
18  Johns.y  441,  and^  causes  infra,)  Besides,  the  subsequent 
proceedings  having  been  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  lienor,  they  were  unauthorized  and  void.  The  de- 
fendant's statements  are  not  only  mere  supposition  and  a 
repetition  of  the  answer,  but  are  directly  contradicted  by  the 
lienor.  At  the  same  time  they  admit  thai^  the  lien  was  paid 
prior  to  the  sale,  and  as  the  subsequent  proceedings  they  set 
up  are  irregular  on  their  face,  they  are  an  admission  that  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff's  ancestor  has  never  been  divested. 

(c.)  The  certificate  of  sale  given  by  the  sheriff  to  Singer, 
and  the  deed  subsequently  executed  by  him  to  the  adminis- 
arators  of  the  latter,  were  irregular  and  unauthorized  in  law, 
and  no  title  passed  under  them. 

I.  The  making  of  a  certificate  of  sale  upon  a  foreclosure 
of  a  mechanic's  lien  as  upon  a  sale  on  execution  is  erroneotis. 
{Smith  agt.  Corey,  3  E,  B.  S,,  642.)  The  proceedings  foi 
the  sale  being  special  and  different  from  those  on  execution, 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  to  sales  upon  exe- 
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cution,  do  not  apply,  and  the  sheriff  should  execute  a  deed 
to  the  purchaser,  not  a  certificate  of  sale.  {Randolph  agt. 
Leartfj  3  E.  D.  S.,  637.) 

II.  As  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  to  sales 
on  eocecution^  (2  Eds.  Rev.  Stats.yp.  388.)  providing  for  the 
execution  of  a  certificate  of  sale,  and  allowing  a  redemption, 
do  not  apply  to  a  sale  on  the  foreclosure  of  a  mechanic's 
lien,  (see  cases  supra,)  the  accompanying  provisions  ( 2  Ed. 
Rev.  Stats.y  pp.  386,  387,)  allowing  the  sheriff,  in  case  of 
the  death  of  a  purchaser  and  holder  of  the  certificate  of  sale 
on  an  execution  ^^to  execute  a  conveyance  to  his  executors 
or  administrators^  have  no  application  either.  These  pro- 
visions are  confined  entirely  to  sales  on  execution^  and  the 
deed  is  to  be  given  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  and 
not  to  the  heir,  in  consequence  of  the  right  of  redemption 
given  to  the  debtor  and  to  creditors,  which  right  does  not 
exist  in  the  case  of  a  mechanic's  lien.  In  fact,  in  the  case 
of  a  mechanic's  lien  no  execution  can  be  issued  at  all  {Ran^ 
dolph  agt.  Leary\  3  E.  D.  S.j  640).  But  the  salemust  be  on 
a  certified  copy  of  the  judgment  (AUthurse  agt.  Warren,  2 
E.  D.  8.,  657).  The  deed  to  the  administratrix  and  admin- 
istrator of  John  Singer,  thus  being  entirely  unauthorized 
{see  cases  supra)  it  was  void,  and  is  no  defence  to  this  action. 
The  fact  that  the  administrator  and  administratrix  subse- 
quently conveyed  to  the  heir,  passed  nothing  if  the  original 
deed  to  them  was  illegal;  *'the  fountain  could  rise  no 
higher  than  its  source."  A  sheriff's  deed  cannot  be  made 
operative  except  according  to  its  terms  {Mason  agt.  White, 
11  JSarb.,  173).  A  sheriff's  deed  is  nuU  and  void  if  there 
was  not  a  subsisting  power  in  him  to  make  it,  and  a  pay- 
ment to  defeat  the  deed  may  be  proved  by  parol.  {Stafford 
agt.  WiUiamSy  12  Barb.,  240;  Jackson  agt  Morse,  18 
Johns.,  441 ;  Jackson  agt.  Anderor^  4  Wend.,  474 ;  Jackson 
agt.  Roberts  Exrs.j  11  Wend.,  422. 

Second.  The  case,  as  presented  on  the  papers,  not  only 
shows  that  there  was  no  legal  sale  but  that  the  obtaining 
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of  this  alleged  deed  from  the  sheriff  was  a  fraud  on  the 
plaintiff  and  his  ancestor. 

(a.)  It  appears  that  although  Singer  purchased  as  trustee 
without  taking  any  conveyance  during  his  lifetime,  although 
entitled  to  it  at  once  if  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  Rogers 
and  his  family  continued  in  possession,  yet  that  after  Sing- 
er's death,  when  Rogers  had  become  insane,  the  defendants 
procured  this  deed,  keeping  it  secret  from  Rogers'  family, 
and  not  putting  it  on  record  until  after  his  death. 

((.)  The  pretence  of  an  actual  purchase  by  Singer  is 
absurd.  Who  ever  heard  of  a  bid  of  seven  hundred  and 
sixty-four  dollars  and  twenty-eight  cents  f  The  pretence 
that  it  was  Singer  who  paid  Maginn  and  that  he  became 
the  assignee  of  the  judgment,  is  without  foundation.  It  is 
asserted  upon  mere  information,  and  is  directly  contradicted 
by  Maginn  himself. 

(c.)  The  affidavits  in  regard  to  value  are  irrelevant.  There 
is  no  proof  that  Singer  paid  anything,  and  the  fact  that 
judgments  and  a  lien  were  on  record  is  no  proof  that  they 
were  owing.  The  presumption  is  that  if  they  were  prior 
liens  they  would  have  been  enforced. 

Tliird.  The  statute  of  limitations  is  no  bar  to  the  plaintifTs 
recovery. 

(a.)  As  far  as  the  alleged  sale  and  deed  under  the  foreclo- 
sure of  the  mechanic's  lien  is  concerned,  this  is  an  action  of 
ejectment  which  cannot  be  barred  in  less  than  twenty  years. 

(6.)  If  it  be  shown  that  the  sale  was  an  arrangement 
between  Rogers  and  Singer  and  that  the  latter  only  took  a 
certificate  to  accommodate  Rogers  he  was  a  trustee  in  whose 
favor  the  statute  does  not  run.  {McDonald  agt.  lilacs 
Executors^  1  Rich.  Eq.j  {8.  (7.,)  91.) 

(c.)  Besides,  the  obtaining  of  a  deed  was  a /raudf  on  Rogers 
and  his  heirs,  and  in  such  a  case  the  statute  does  not  run 
until  six  years  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud.  {Ward  agt. 
VanBokelin,  1  Paige,  100;  Sears  agt.  Shafer^  2  Seld.,  268; 

Code  ^  91.) 

Voti.  XXXVJLIL  * 
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(dF.)  The  defendants'  claim  to  be  mortgagees  in  possession 
is  entirely  inconsistent  with  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions to  an  action  to  redeem,  and  is  a  bar  to  such  a  defense. 

(e,)  Again^  the  deed  which  it  is  sought  to  set  aside  only 
became  a  cloud  on  the  title  by  being  recorded  April  5, 1861. 

Fourth — The  appointment  of  a  receiver  was  proper. 

(a.)  The  plaintif*  has  established  a  prima  facie  title  as 
above  shown  and  there  was  no  denial  of  the  defendant's 
irresponsibility,  or  that  the  rents  and  profits  were  being 
lost  and  the  premises  were  being  allowed  to  fail  into  ruin. 
The  case,  therefore,  came  directly  within  the  rule  that 
"  whenever  it  is  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  property 
pending  the  litigation^  a  receiver  should  be  appointed.^  {Law^ 
rence  agt.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.,  Paige,  587 ;  Hamilton  agt. 
Accessory  Transit  Co.,  3  Abb.,  266  ;  Edwards  on  Receivers, 
p.  18.) 

{b.)  The  fact  that  the  defendants  claim  to  be  mortgagees 
in  possession^  while  allowing  the  premises  to  perish  and  the 
rents  to  be  lost,  is  suflBcieut  in  itself  to  justify  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  When  the  fund  is  in  danger  and  there 
has  been  negligence  or  improper  conduct  by  the  trustee,  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  is  a  matter  of  right.  {Jenkif^  agt. 
Jenkins^  1  Paige,  243.) 

(c.)  The  cases  cited  by  the  appellants  do  not  apply.  They 
were  all  ejectment  cases  pure  and  simple  under  the  Revised 
Statutes,  and  were  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  statute 
provisions  in  regard  to  redemptions  and  new  trials  were  in- 
consistent with  the  idea  of  a  receiver.  Also,  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  claim  the  rents  and  profits  but  damages  which 
no  receiver  could  be  appointed  to  collect.  {Thompson  agt. 
Sherrard,  35  Barb.,  693.)  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  People 
agt.  The  Mayor,  (10  Abb.  117,)  the  general  temi  of  1st  Dis- 
trict distinctly  held  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  that  although 
a  "  receiver  would  not  be  generally  appointed^^  in  such  cases, 
**  yet  that  where  some  equitable  grounds  appear,  entitling  the 
plaintiff  to  the  rents  and   profits  as  such,  and  that  their 
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sequestration  is  necessary  far  his  protection^  on  account  of  tM 
insolvency  of  the  defendanty  that  a  receiver  may  be  ap- 
pointed."    {See  cases  supra.) 

Fifth — ^The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with 
costs. 

JBy  the  Courts  Clarke,  P.  J.  This  is  totally  different  from 
an  action  of  ejectment.  It  seeks  relief  on  the  ground  of  frau  j^ 
mistake  and  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  in  which  the 
proceedings  to  foreclose  the  alleged  lien  of  Maginn,  were 
concerned.  It  clearly  presents,  therefore,  precise  grounds 
for  the  equitable  interposition  of  this  court,  and  in  such 
cases  we  never  refuse  preliminary  injunctions  and  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  if  the  condition  of  the  subject  of 
the  controversy  requires  the  aid  of  these  provisional  rem- 
edies. From  the  plaintiff's  complaint  and  affidavits,  upon 
which  the  injunction  was  obtained  and  the  receiver  ap- 
pointed^ it  is  evident  that  the  defendants  are  irresponsible, 
that  they  are  collecting  the  rents,  which  they  are  unable  to 
refund  and  which  probably  will  be  lost  if  they  are  not 
restrained. 

It  appears,  also,  that  the  premises,  in  consequence  of  their 
incapacity  or  neglect,  are  in  a  ruinous  condition  for  the  want 
of  repairs,  and  that  they  will  continue  to  deteriorate  if 
they  remain  under  the  control  and  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendants. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed  with  costs* 

Barnabd,  J.  The  only  question  in  this  case  is  our  power. 

The  facts  established  in  the  papers  by  plaintiff,  clearly 
entitle  him  to  the  relief  if  it  can  be  given. 

In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  The  Mayor,  (10  -466.,  117) 
decided  by  the  general  term  of  this  district,  it  was  expressly 
BO  held. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


52        NEW  YORK  PRACTIOE  REPORTS. 

Green  agt  Bnskirk. 


UNITED  STATES  SUPREME  COURT. 
Hannibal  Green,  plaintiff  ia  error  agt.  Mobris  S.  Van 

BUBKIRK  et  cd. 


The  act  of  congress  of  1790,  declares  that  the  record  ^f  a  judgment  (aathenticated  in 
a  partioniar  manner)  shall  have  the  same  faith  and  credit,  as  it  has  in  the  state 
conrt  from  whence  it  was  taken.  And  this  oonrt  has  decided,  that  congress  hay- 
ing declared  the  effect  of  the  record,  bj  declaring  what  faith  and  credit  shall  be 
given  to  it,  it  is  only  necessary  to  inqaire,  in  every  case,  what  is  the  effect  of  a 
judgment  in  the  state  where  it  is  rendered. 

The  policy  of  the  law  in  Illinois  will  not  permit  the  owner  of  personal  property  to 
sell  it,  and  still  continue  in  posMssion  of  it.    If  between  the  parties,  without 
delivery,  the  sale  is  valid  ;  it  has  no  effect  on  third  persons,  who  in  good  &ith  get. 
a  lien  on  it ;  for  an  attaekiitff  erediUtr  stan^  in  the  light  of  a  purchaser,  and  as 
BQoh  will  be  protected. 

As  the  effect  of  a  levy,  judgment  and  sale  of  attached  property  in  the  state  of  Illinois 
is  to  protect  the  attaching  creditor,  if  sued  in  the  courts  of  that  state,  and  these 
proceedings  are  produced  for  his  own  justification ;  they  ought  also  to  produce, 
when  he  is  sued  in  the  court  of  another  state,  for  the  same  transaction,  and  he 
justifies  in  the  same  manner,  the  same  protection ;  even  though.it  appear  l^at  the 
owner  of  the  property  attached  and  tlie  attaching  creditor  are  both  residents  of 
another  state ;  and  also  that  the  owner  had,  previous  to  the  attachment,  given  a 
chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property  which  was  unknown  to  the  attaching  creditor 
at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  the  attachment,  although  it  came  to;bis  knowledge  be~ 
fore  the  attachment  proceedings  were  complete.  {Sevening  8.  O.  New  York 
Stipreme  Court,  34  Bof^.,  AST ^  and  the  New  Tori  Ckmrt  ofAffpeaU,  2  JSsyeg,  119.f 

December  Term^  1868. 

In  error  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New  York. 
(Remittitur.) 

Amasa  J.  Parker  and  Ltman  TRUMBAUi,  for  plaintifft 

in  error. 
John  B.  GaijB  cmd  John  E.  Porter,  for  defendants 

%  error.        \ 

Davis,  J.  That  the  controversy  in  this  case  was  substan- 
tially ended  when  this  court  refused  (5  WaUacej  312,)  to 
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dismiss  the  writ  of  error  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  is  quite 
manifest  by  the  efiort  which  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendants  in  error  now  make,  to  escape  the  force  of  that 
decision. 

The  question  raised  on  the  motion  to  dismiss,  was 
whether  the  supreme  court  of  New  York,  in  this  case,  had 
decided  against  a  right  which  Green  claimed  under  the 
constitution,  and  an  act  of  congress.  If  it  had,  then  this 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  writ  of  error— other- 
wise not.  Green  had  attached  certain  iron  safes  in  Illinois, 
as  the  property  of  one  Bates,  and  sold  them  under  his 
attachment ;  and  being  afterwards  sued  in  New  York,  for 
the  value  of  the  property,  by  Van  Buskirk,  who  claimed 
title  to  them  through  a  mortgage  from  Bates,  he  plead  in 
bar  of  the  action  these  attachment  proceedmgs;  but  the 
defense  was  unavailing,  and  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him. 

It  was  insisted  on  the  one  side,  and  denied  on  the  other, 
that  the  faith  and  credit  which  the  judicial  proceedings  in 
the  courts  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  had  by  law  and  usage  in 
that  state,  were  denied  to  them  by  the  supreme  court  of 
New  York,  in  the  decision  which  was  rendered. 

Whether  this  was  so  or  not,  could  only  be  properly  consid- 
ered when  the  case  came  to  be  heard  on  its  merits ;  but  this 
court,  in  denial  of  the  motion  to  dismiss,  held  that  the 
supreme  court  of  New  York,  necessarily  decided  whcU  effect 
the  Attachment  proceedings  in  Illinois  had  by  the  law  and 
usage  in  that  state ;  and  as  it  decided  against  the  efiect 
which  Green  claimed  for  them,  this  court  had  jurisdiction 
under  the  clause  of  the  constitution,  which  declares  "  that 
full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  public 
acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceedings  in  every  other  state  ;  ^ 
and  the  act  of  congress  of  1790,  which  gives  to  those  pro- 
ceedings, the  same  faith  and  credit  in  other  states,  that  they 
have  in  the  state  in  which  they  were  rendered. 

This  decision,  supported  as  it  was  by  reason  and  author- 


h 


54  NEW  TOBK  PBAOTIjDE  REPORTS, 

Green  agt  Boskirk. 


ity,  left  for  consideration,  on  the  hearing  of  the  case,  the 
inquiry,  whether  the  supreme  court  of  New  York,  did  give 
to  the  attachment  proceedings,  in  Illinois,  the  same  effect 
they  would  have  received  in  the  courts  of  that  state.  A 
succinct  statement  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  (which  are  brief) 
will  give  us  a  clear  idea  of  what  those  proceedings  were, 
and  enable  us  the  better  to  understand  the  controverted 
point  concerning  them.  It  seems,  that  on  the  third  day  of 
November,  1867,  Bates,  who  lived  in  Troy,  New  York,  and 
owned  certain  iron  safes  in  Chicago,  Illinois,  in  order  to 
secure  an  existing  indebtedness  to  Van  Buskirk  and  others, 
executed  and  delivered  (in  the  state  of  New  York)  to  them, 
a  chattel  mortgage  on  the  safes.  Two  days  after  this,  Green, 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  also  a  creditor  of  Bates,  sued  out  of 
the  proper  court  of  Illinois  a  writ  of  attachment,  cfiused  it 
to  be  levied  on  these  safes,  got  judgment  in  the  attachment 
suit,  and  had  the  safes  sold  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  At 
the  time  of  the  levy  of  this  attachment,  the  mortgage  had 
not  been  recorded  in  Illinois ;  nor  had  possession  of  the 
property  been  delivered  under  it ;  nor  had  the .  attaching 
creditor  notice  of  its  existence.  Green,  Van  Buskirk,  and 
Bates  were  all  citizens  of  New  York. 

As  has  been  stated,  the  mortgagees  sued  Green  in  New 
York  tor  taking  and  converting  the  safes,  who  defended 
the  taking  and  conversion  under  the  Illinois  attachment 
proceedings. 

It  is  stipulated  m  the  record  that  these  proceedings  were 
regular,  and  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  Illinois,  that 
Bates  was  the  owner  of  the  safes  on  the  3d  of  November, 
1867,  and  that  Green  was  a  bona  fide  creditor  of  Bates. 
After  the  levy  of  the  attachment,  Green  was  notified  of  the 
mortgage,  and  the  claim  under  it,  and  the  mortgagees  were 
informed  of  the  attachment ;  but  they  did  not  make  them- 
selves parties  to  it,  and  contest  the  right  of  Green  to  levy 
on  the  safes,  which  they  were  authorized  to  do  by  the  laws 
of  Illinois. 
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By  the  statutes  of  Illinois  (R.  S.  1845,  p.  63,  ei  sequitur) 
any  creditor  can  sue  out  a  writ  of  attachment  against  a  non- 
resident debtor,  under, which  the  officer  is  required  to  seize 
and  take  possession  of  the  debtor's  property,  and  if  the 
debtor  cannot  be  served  with  process,  he  is  notified  by  pub- 
lication, and  if  he  does  not  appear,  the  creditor,  on  making 
proper  proof,  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  by  default  for  his 
claim,  and  a  special  execution  is  issued  to  sell  the  property 
attached.  The  judgment  is  not  a  lien  upon  any  other 
property  than  that  attached ;  nor  can  any  other  be  taken 
in  execution  to  satisfy  it.  These  statutes  {R.  S.  1845,  ch. 
20),  further  provide,  that  mortgages  on  personal  property 
have  no  validity  against  the  rights  and  interests  of  third 
persons,  without  being  acknowledged  and  recorded,  unless 
the  property  be  delivered  to  and  remain  with  the  mortgagee. 

And  SO' strict  have  the  courts  of  Illinois  been  in  constru- 
ing the  statute  concerning  chattel  mortgages,  that  they  have 
held,  if  the  mortgage  cannot  be  acknowledged  in  the  man- 
ner required  by  the  act,  there  is  no  way  of  making  it 
effective,  except  to  deliver  the  property,  and  that  even 
actual  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the  creditor,  if  it  is  not 
properly  recorded,  will  not  prevent  him  from  attaching  and 
holding  the  property.  {Henderson  agt.  Morgan,  26  lU., 
430 ;  Porter  agt.  Dement^  35 111,  479.) 

The  policy  of  the  law  in  Illinois  will  not  permit  the 
owner  of  personal  property  to  sell  it,  and  still  con- 
tinue in  possession  of  it.  If  between  the  parties,  without 
delivery,  the  sale  is  valid;  it  has  no  effect  on  third  persons, 
who  in  good  faith  get  a  lien  on  it ;  for  an  attaching  creditor 
stands  in  the  light  of  a  purchaser,  and  as  such  will  be  pro- 
tected. (Davenport  agt.  Thomton,  1st  Scammon :  Strawn 
agt.  Jones,  16  lU,,  117.)  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  any 
other  judicial  decisions  of  that  state,  but  the  cases  of  Mar- 
tin agt.  Drydeti  (1  Gilmanj)  and  Robertson  agt.  liurnell,  (5 
Giltnan,)  which  are  admitted  in  the  record  to  be  a  true 
exposition  of  the  laws  of  Illinois  on  the  subject,  to  estab* 
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lish  tfaat  there  the  safes  were  subject  to  the  process  of  attach- 
ment and  that  the  proceedings  in  attatchment  took  pre- 
cedeiice  of  the  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  from  Bates. 

If  Green,  at  the  date  of  the  levy  of  his  attachment,  did 
not  know  of  this  mortgage,  and  subsequently  perfected  his 
attachment  by  judgment^  execution  and  sale,  the  attachment 
held  the  property,  although  at  the  date  of  the  levy  of  the 
execution  he  did  know  of  it.  The  lien  he  acquired,  as  a 
bona  fide  creditor  when  he  levied  his  attachment  without 
notice  of  the  mortgage,  he  had  the  right  to  perfect  and 
secure  to  himself,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  mort- 
gage existed,  was  known  to  him,  before  the  judicial  pro- 
ceedings were  completed.  This  doctrine  has  received  the 
sanction  of  the  highest  court  in  Illinois  through  a  long 
series  of  decisions,  and  may  well  be  considered  the  settled 
policy  of  the  state  on  the  subject  of  the  transfer  of  personal 
property.  If  so,  the  effect  which  the  courts  there  would 
give  to  these  proceedings  m  attachment,  is  too  plain  for 
controversy.  It  is  clear,  if  Van  Buskirk  had  selected 
Illinois,  instead  of  New  York,  to  test  the  liability  of  these 
safes  to  seizure  and  condemnation ;  on  the  same  evidence 
and  pleadings,  their  seizure  and  condemnation  would  have 
been  justified. 

It  is  true,  the  court  in  Illinois  did  not  undertake  to  settle 
in  the  attachment  suit  the  title  to  the  property,  for  that 
question  was  not  involved  in  it,  but  when  the  true,  state  of 
the  property  was  shown  by  other  evidence,  as  was  done  in 
this  suit,  then  it  was  obvious  that  by  the  laws  of  Illinois  it 
could  be  seized  in  attach  ment  as  Bates'  property. 

In  order  to  give  due  force  and  effect  to  a  judicial  pro- 
ceeding, it  is  oftfin  necessary  to  show  by  evidence,  outside 
of  the  record,  the  predicament  of  the  property  on  which  it 
operated.  This  was  done  in  this  case,  and  determined  the 
effect  the  attachment  proceedings  in  Illinois  produced  on 
the  safes,  which  effect  was  denied  to  them  by  the  supreme 
court  of  New  York. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Hi 


Green  agt  Baskirk. 


At  an  early  day  in  the  history  of  this  court,  the  act  ol 
congress  of  1790,  which  was  passed  in  execution  of  an 
express  power  conferred  by  the  constitution,  received  an 
interpretation  which  has  never  been  departed  from,  and 
obtained  its  latest  exposition  in  the  case  of  Christmas  agt. 
HusseUy  decided  in  5  WaMcice.  {Mills  agt.  Duryee,  7  Crunch; 
Christmas  agt.  RusseU,  6  Wallace,) 

The  act  declares  that  the  record  of  a  judgment,  (authen- 
ticated in  a  particular  manner,)  shall  have  the  same  faith 
and  credit  as  it  has  in  the  state  court  from  whence  it  is 
taken.  And  this  Court  say:  "Congress  have  therefore  de- 
clared the  effect  of  the  record,  by  declaring  what  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  to  it;*'  and  that  '^it  is  only  necessary 
to  inquire  in  every  case  what  is  the  effect  of  a  judgment  in 
the  state  where  it  is  rendered." 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  in  the  discussion  of  this  case, 
that  the  record  in  the  attachment  suit  was  not  used  as  the 
foundation  of  an  action,  but  for  purposes  of  defense.  Ot 
course.  Green  could  not  sue  Bates  on  it,  because  the  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  his  person  ;  nor  could  it  operate  on 
any  other  property  belonging  to  Bates,  than  that  which 
was  attached. 

But,  as  by  the  law  of  Illinois,  Bates  was  the  owner  of  the 
iron  safes  when  the  writ  of  attachment  was  levied,  and  as 
Green  could,  and  did  lawfully  attach  them  to  satisfy  his 
debt,  in  a  court  which  had  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judg- 
ment, and  as  the  safes  were  lawfully  sold  to  satisfy  that 
judgment,   it  follows,  that  when  thus  sold   the  right   of 
property  in  them  was  changed,  and  the  title  of  them  became 
vested  in  the  purciiaser  at  the  sale.     And  as  the  effect  of 
the  levy,  judgment,  and  sale  is  to  protect  Green,  if  sued  in 
the  courts  of  Illinois,  and  these  proceedings  are  produced 
for  his  own  justification,  it  ought  to  require  no  argument  to 
show,  that  when  sued  in  the  court  of  another  state  for  the 
same  transaction,  and  he  justifies  in  the  same  manner,  that 
he  is  also  protected.     Any  other  rule,  would  destroy  all 


58         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Green  agt  Buekirk. 

safety  in  derivative  titles,  and  deny  to  a  state,  the  power  to 
regulate  the  transfer  of  personal  property  within  its  limits, 
and  to  subject  such  property  to  legal  proceedings. 

Attachment  laws,  to  use  the  words  of  Chancellor  Kent, 
"  are  legal  modes  of  acquiring  title'  to  property  by  operation 
of  ivLV^ ."  They  exist  in  every  state  for  the  furtherance  of 
justice,  with  more  or  less  of  liberality  to  creditors.  And 
if  the  title  acquired  under  the  attachment  laws  of  a  state, 
and  which  is  valid  there,  is  not  to  be  held  valid  in  every 
other  state,  it  were  better  that  those  laws  were  abolished, 
for  they  would  prove  to  be  but  a  snare  and  a  delusion  to 
the  creditor. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  of  New  York,  in  Cochran  agt.  Fitch^ 
(1  Sand.  Ch.  i2.,  146,)  when  discussing  the  effect  of  certain 
attachment  proceedings  in  the  State  of  Connecticut,  says: 
"  As  there  was  no  fraud  shown,  and  the  court  in  Connecti- 
cut had  undoubted  jurisdictiontn  rem  against  the  complainant, 
it  follows  that  I  am  bound  in  this  state  to  give  to  the  pro- 
ceedings of  that  court  the  same  faith  and  credit  they  would 
have  in  Connecticut."  As  some  of  the  judges  of  New  York 
had  spoken  of  these  proceedings  in  another  state,  without 
service  of  process  or  appearance,  as  being  nullities  in  that 
state  and  void,  the  same  vice-chancellor  says  :  *'  But  these 
expressions  are  all  to  be  referred  to  the  cases  then  under 
consideration,  and  it  will  be  found  that  all  those  were  suits 
brought  upon  the  foreign  judgment  as  a  debt,  to  enforce  it 
against  the  person  of  the  debtor,  in  which  it  was  attempted 
to  set  up  the  judgment  as  one  binding  on  the  person." 

The  distinction  between  the  effect  of  proceedings,  by 
foreign  attachments,  when  offered  in  evidence  as  the  ground 
of  recovery  against  the  person  of  the  debtor,  and  their  effect 
when  used  in  defense  to  justify  the  conduct  of  the  attaching 
creditor,  is  manifest  and  supported  by  authority.  {Cochran 
iigt.  Fltch^  cited  above;  Kane  agt.  Cooh^  6  Cali/orniu,  449.) 

Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  HaU  agt.  Williams,  (6  Pick.^ 
2'3'2,)  speaking  of  the  force  and  effect  of  judgments  rccov- 
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ered  in  other  states,  says:  *'Such  a  judgment  is  to  conclude 
as  to  every  thing, over  v^hich  the  court  which  rendered  it 
bad  jurisdiction.  If  the  property  of  the  citizen  of  another 
state,  within  its  la wiul  jurisdiction,  is  condemned  by  lawful 
process  there,  the  decree  is  final  and  conclusive." 

It  would  seem  to  be  unnecessary  to  continue  this  inves- 
tigation further,  but  our  great  respect  for  the  learned  court 
that  pronounced  the  judgment  in  this  case,  induces  us  to 
notice  the  ground  on  which  they  rested  their  decision. 

It  is,  that  the  law  of  the  state  of  New  York  is  to  govern 
this  transaction,  and  not  the  law  of  the  state  of  Illinois, 
where  the  property  was  situated;  and  as^  by  th.e  law  of 
New  York,  Bates  had  no  property  in  the  safes  at  the  date 
of  the  levy  of  the  writ  of  attachment,  therefore,  none  could 
be  acquired  by  the  attachment.  The  theory  of  the  case  is, 
that  the  voluntary  transfer  of  personal  property  is  to  be 
governed  everywhere  by  the  law  of  the  owner's  domicil, 
and  this  theory  proceeds  on  the  fiction  of  law,  that  the 
domicil  of  the  owner  draws  to  it  the  personal  estate  which 
he  owns,  wherever  it  may  happen  to  be  located.  But  this 
fiction  is  by  no  means  of  universal  application,  and,  as 
Judge  Story  says,  "yields,  whenever  it  is  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  justice  that  the  actual  sittis  of  the  thi'^g  should 
be  examined.^'  It  has  yielded  in  New  York  on  the  power 
of  the  state  to  tax  the  personal  property  of  one  of  her 
citizens,  situated  in  a  sister  state,  {The  People  ex  rel.  Hoyt 
agt.  The  ConCr.  of  TaxeSy  23  N.  F.,  225,)  and  always  yields 
to  *Maws  for  attaching  the  estate  of  non-residents,  because 
such  laws  necessarily  assume  that  property  has  a  situs  en- 
tirely distinct  from  the  owner,s  domicil." 

If  New  York  cannot  compel  the  personal  property  of 
Bates  (one  of  her  citizens)  in  Chicago,  to  contribute  to  the 
expenses  of  her  government,  and  if  Bates  had  the  legal  right 
to  owTi  such  property  there,  and  was  protected  in  its 
ownership  by  the  laws  of  the  state  ;  and,  as  the  power  to 
protect  implies   the  right  to  regulate,  it  would   seena  to 
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follow^  that  the  dominion  of  Illinois  over  the  property  was 
complete  and  her  right  perfect  to  regulate  its  transfer^  and 
subject  it  to  process  and  execution  in  her  own  way,  and  by 
her  own  laws.  We  do  not  propose  to  discuss  the  question, 
how  far  the  transfer  of  personal  property,  lawful  in  the 
owner's  domicil,  will  be  respected  in  the  courts  of  the 
country  where  the  property  is  located,  and  a  different  rule 
of  transfer  prevails. 

It  is  a  vexed  question,  on  which  learned  courts  have  dif- 
fered ;  but,  after  all,  there  is  no  absolute  right  to  have  such 
transfer  respected,  and  it  is  only  on  a  principle  of  comity 
that  it  is  ever  allowed.  And  this  principle  of  comity 
always  yields,  when  the  laws  and  policy  of  the  state  where 
the  property  is  located,  have  prescribed  a  dijQerent  rule  of 
transfer  with  that  of  the  state  where  the  owner  lives.  We 
have  been  referred  to  the  case  of  OuiUander  agt.  Howell^ 
(35  N.  Y.J  651.)  recently  decided  by  tHe  Court  of  Appeals 
of  New  York,  and,  as  we  understand  the  decision  in  that 
case,  it  harmonizes  with  the  views  presented  in  this  opinion. 
A  citizen  of  New  York,  owning  personal  property  in  New 
Jersey,  made  an  assignment,  with  preferences  to  creditors, 
which  was  valid  in  New  York  but  void  in  New  Jersey ; 
certain  creditors  in  New  Jersey  seized  the  property  there 
under  her  foreign  attachmant  laws,  and  sold  it,  and  the 
court  of  appeals  recognized  the  validity  of  the  attachment 
proceedmgs,  and  disregarded  the  sale  in  New  York.  That 
case  and  the  one  at  bar,  are  alike  in  all  respects,  except  that 
the  attaching  creditor  there,  was  a  citizen  of  the  state  in 
which  he  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  attachment  laws, 
while  Green,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  a  citizen  of  New 
York ;  and  it  is  insisted,  that  this  point  of  difference  is  a 
material  element  to  be  considered  by  the  court  in  deter- 
mining this  controversy,  for  the  reason  that  the  parties 
to  this  suit,  as  citizens  of  New  York,  were  bound  by  its 
laws. 

But  the  right  under  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
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and  the  law  of  Congress,  which  Green  invoked  to  his  aid, 
is  not  at  all  affected  by  the  question  of  citizenship. 

We  cannot  see,  why,  if  Illinois,  in  theispirit  of  enlightened 
legislation,  concedes  to  the  citizens  of  other  states,  equal 
privileges  with  her  own,  in  her  foreign  attachment  laws, 
that  the  judgment  again&t  the  personal  estate,  located  in 
her  limits,  of  a  non-resident  debtor,  which  a  citizen  of  New 
York  lawfully  obtained  there,  should  have  a  different  effect 
given  to  it,  under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  and  the 
law  of  congress,  because  the  debtor,  against  whose  prop- 
erty it  was  recovered;  happened  also  to  be  a  citizen  of  New 
York. 

The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New 
York  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remitted  to  that  court,  with 
instructions  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
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COURT  OF  APPEAIJS. 
WiLLUjf  B.  Calkins^  appellant,  agt.  AbramFalk,  respondent. 

The  written  memorandam  of-a  oontract  of  purchase  and  sale  of  property,  demanded 
by  the  ttatute  offraudSt  requires  parties,  a  subject- matter,  and  a  consideration. 

Where  the  memorandum  fails  to  show  who  were  the  eontradinff  partiet — ^which  was 
the  seller  and  which  the  buyer,  it  is  defective  and  void. 

June  Term^  1869. 

Appeal  from  decision  of  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  third  judicial  district. 

D.  C.  Baker,  attorney  for  c^ellant. 

rouNG  and  Ramset,  attorneys  for  respondent. 

James,  J. — A  nonsuit  should  have  been  directed  on  the 
trial ;  the  evidence  failed  to  establish  a  legal  contract  bind- 
ing on  the  defendant. 

By  the  statute  of  frauds  (2  E.  5.,  136,  §3),  "  every  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  any  goods,  chattels,  or  things  in  action^ 
for  the  price  of  $50  or  more,  is  declared  void,  unless  a  note 
or  memorandum  of  such  contract  be  made  in  writing,  and 
be  subscribed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  un- 
less the  buyer  accept  and  receive  part  of  the  goods,  &c.,  or 
unless  the  buyer  shall  at  the  time  pay  some  part  of  the 
p  urchase-money .'' 

The  contract  sought  to  be  enforced  was  for  the  sale  of 
goods  of  the  value  of  over  $50,  no  part  thereof  was  delivered 
and  accepted,  and  no  part  of  the  purchase-money  paid 
down. 

To  constitute  a  contract  there  must  be  parties,  a  subject- 
matter^  and  a  consideration.      The  written  memorandum 
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demanded  by  the  statute  requites  this  in  the  writing  sub- 
scribed by  the  party  to  be  charged. '  The  fonn  of  the 
>^riting  is  not  regarded ;  if  the  writing  expresses  a  contract^ 
no  matter  how  informally,  the  statue  iis  satisfied.  So  on 
the  other  hand,  no  matter  how  formal  the  writing  may  be, 
if  it  do  not  contain  within  itself  a  contract,  it  fails  to  satisfy 
the  statute. 

The  writing  set  forth  in  the  complaint  did  not  satisfy  the 
statute.  It  did  not  show  to  whom  the  hops  were  sold ;  it 
imposed  no  obligation  upon  any  person  to  by  or  to  pay. 
It  was  simply  a  memorandum  that  defendant  had  sold  his 
hops,  for  which  he  agreed  to  pay  himself.  It  no  more  pur- 
ported an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  than  with 
any  other  party. 

In  Champion  agt.  Plummer  (4  Bos.  and  PuU.y  253)  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  recover  on  a  memorandum  in  his 
own  book,  written  thus :  "  Bought  of  Wm.  Plummer,  20 
puncheons  treacle,  at  37c.  to  be  delivered  by  10  Dec.'' 
Signed,  "Wm.  Plummer."  Lord  Mansfield,  in  deciding 
the  case,  said,  "  How  can  that  be  said  to  be  a  contract,*  or 
memorandum  of  a  contract,  which  does  not  state  who  are 
the  contracting  parties  f  By  this  note  it  does  not  appear 
to  whom  the  goods  were  sold.  It  would  prove  a  sale  to 
any  other  party  as  well  as  to  the  plaintiff;  there  cannot  be 
a  contract  without  two  parties." 

This  deficiency  of  the  contract  sued  upon,  was  sought  to 
be  supplied  by  the  production  of  another  instrument,  which, 
it  was  claimed,  should  be  construed  in  connection  with  the 
first  as  one  instrument.  It  is  a  rule  of  law  that  "  several 
written  instruments,  executed  at  the  same  time,  between 
the  same  parties,  and  relating  to  the  same  subject  matter, 
may  be  construed  together  as  forming  parts  of  a  single 
instrument." 

But  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  two  instruments  pro 
duced  were  executed  at  the  same  time ;  they  are  dated  at 
the  same  town,  and  on  the  same  day,  but  that  does  not 
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prove  their  simultaneous  txecution.  Nor  do  they  purport 
to  be  between  the  same  parties ;  the  first  has  but  one  party  ; 
the  second  has  two,  but  neither  is  the  defendant.  It  was 
said;  on  the  argument,  that  the  defendant  waa  a  party,  that 
Falk  and  Falleck  were  the  same  name  only  differently  spelled, 
but  that  cannot  be  presumed  ;  if  executed  at  the  same  time, 
and  meant  for  the  same  person,  the  spelling  would,  probably, 
be  alike,  and  bence  the  presumtion  is  against  its  being  the 
same  person.  The  court,  without  extrinsic  evidence,  would 
have  no  right  to  say  these  names  were  identical.  Nor 
does  it  appear  that  these  papers  relate  to  the  same  subject 
matter. 

It  is  true,  they  both  relate  to  a  sale  of  hops  at  the  same 
price,  deliverable  at  the  same  time  and  place.  But  whose 
hops  ?  Those  of  Falk  or  those  of  Sutphen  T  It  cannot  be 
determined  from  the  writing.  So  that  upon  their  face,  these 
papers  do  not  show  they  were  executed  at  the  same 
time,  between  the  same  parties,  and  relate  to  the  same  sub- 
ject matter.  Whether  proof  aliunde  would  have  been  ad- 
missible or  could  have  been  produced,  does  not  arise,  as 
none  was  ofiiered.  In  this  view,  the  writing  signed  by  Sut- 
phen was  improperly  admitted  in  evidence. 

But  conceding  the  two  papers  as  parcels  of  one  instru- 
ment to  be  construed  together,  it  would  not  help  the  plain- 
tiff's case.  It  would  still  fall  short  of  the  memorandum 
required  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  It  would  fail  to  show 
who  were  the  contracting  parties,  which  was  the  seller,  and 
which  the  buyer ;  both  agree  to  sell  and  both  to  pay,  one  to 
himself  and  the  other  to  a  third  party.  To  ascertain,  it 
would  still  be  necessary  to  go  outside  the  writings,  and  that 
would  defeat  the  statute. 

To  answer  the  statute  demands,  the  memorandum  must 
express  the  contract,  or  the  parties  are  not  bound.  As  was 
said  by  Chief  Justice  Kent,  in  Bailey  a,gt.  Ogden,  (3  J.  U., 
399,  418),  "  the  form  of  the  memorandum  is  not  material, 
but  it  must  state  the  contract  with  reasonable  certainty,  so 
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that  the  substance  of  it  can  be  made  to  appear  and  be  un- 
derstood from  the  writing  itself  without  recourse  to  parol 
proof.^^ 

These  writings,  one  or  both  together,  fail  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Hence,  no  legal  or  binding  contract  was 
established  on  the  trial. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  reversing  the  judgment 
below  was  right,  and  should^  be  affirmed,  and  judgment 
absolute  rendered  for  the  defendants. 

MuKRAT,  J.  {dissenHnff).-^The  statute  of  frauds  provides 
(2  jB.  S.y  135,  ^  3),  "that  every  contract  for  the  sale  of  any 
goods,  chattels,  or  things  in  action,  for  the  price  of  fifty 
dollars  or  more,  shall  be  void^  unless  a  memorandum  of  such 
contract  be  made  in  writing,  and  be  subscribed  by  the  par- 
ties to  be  charged  thereby.'^ 

The  judge,  on  the  trial,  correctly  decided  that  these  two 
papers  must  be  read  together  as  one  contract.  The  defend- 
ant took  no  exception  to  that  decision.  Assuming  that  to 
be  so,  there  is  an  entire  compliance  with  the  statute.  It  is 
not  denied  but  what  it  is  sufficiently  subscribed. 

The  party  that  receives  the  pay  is  the  vendor  of  the 
goods.  It  is  stated  in  the  contract,  that  Abram  FoUuk,  or 
Abram  Falk,  is  the  party  to  receive  the  pay.  Abram  FoUuk 
and  Abram  Falk  are  one  and  the  same  person. 

The  defendant,  who  is  sued  as  Abram  Falk,  at  the  request 

of  plaintiff,  produced  on  the  trial  that  part  of  the  contract 

signed  by  Sutphen,  in  which  the  purchase  price  was  made 

payable  to  Abram  Folluk,  which  proves  conclusively,  that 

the  defendant  Abram  Falk  and  Abram  Folluk  is  one  and 

the  same  person.     It  was  not  denied,  on  the  trial^  but  that 

they  were  one  and  the  same  person ;  no  such  suggestion 

was  made.     The  defendant  did  not  intimate  he  was  not  the 

man  when  the  plaintiff  presented  him  the  contract,  and 

notified  him  to  deliver  the  hops. 

.   By  the  contract,  Sutphen  agreed  to  pay  for  the  hops.  He 

then  was  the  purchaser.     So  that  there  was  a  memorandum 
Vox*,  xxxvin.         5 
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of  this  contract  made  in  writing.  It  appears/ by  that  writ- 
ing, who  was  the  vendor,  and  who  the  vendee.  The  prop- 
erty sold,  was  stated  and  described.  The  price  to  be  paid 
was  specified.  It  was  subscribed  by  both  the  parties. 
Nothing  more  to  satisfy  the  most  technical  construction  of 
the  statute  is  required. 

Though  inartificially  drawn,  it  is  an  entire  compliance 
therewith. 

If  I  am  right  in  these  vievirs,  the  judgment  of  the 
general  term  should  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the  special 
term  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Chableb  Knox  agt,  The  Mayor,   &c.  of  the  City  of 

New  York. 


Sx  complete  and  adequate  remedy  in  eases  of  MciMncsf,  in  favor  of  all  personi 
speeially  injured  by  them,  when  they  are  of  a  pablio  nature,  can  be  administered 
m  this  oonrt  unembarrassed  by  the  technical  rules  prevailing  upon  the  subject  in 
courts  of  law. 

rtierefore,  a  tenant  for  a  term  of  years — ^not  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  premises, 
amy  bring  an  equitable  (icHotif  to  abate  a  public  nuisance  specially  injurious  to 
Qimself,  although,  before  the  Code  his  only  remedy,  by  way  of  action,  would  have 
oeen  that  of  a  special  action  on  the  case  for  the  recovery  of  damages. 

The  public  acquire  only  such  an  interest  in  land  appropriated  by  dedication  to  the 
uses  and  purposes  of  a  Hreet  or  highway ^  as  will  entitle  them  to  use  it  for  those 
objecte,  and  snbieet  to  that  right,  which  is  denominated  an  eatenMnt,  the  person 
or  persons  making  the  dedication,  and  those  acquiring  the  property  under  them, 
ttiU  retain,  the  fee  of  the  land, 

The  land  upon  which  Broadway,  in  the  City  of  New  York,  at  the  junction  with 
Pulton  street,  has  been  constructed,  was  dedicated  by  the  owners  for  the  uses  and 
purposes  of  a  public  street  Therefore,  neither  the  legislature  nor  the  common 
oonncil  of  the  city,  can  authorize  or  sanction  any  appropriation  of  it,  except  for 
the  purposes  of  a  street,  without  obtaining  the  consent  of  or  making  compensation 
K>  the  owners.         , 

'f^  construction  of  the  bridge  at  the  junction  of  Broadway  and  Fulton  street  in 
tHe  city  of  New  York  (known  as  the  Loew  bridge)  has  necessarily  appropriated' 
torite  support  the  land  which  the  plaintiflf  is  entitled  to  have  maintained  open  and 
unobstructed,  subject  only  to  the  right  ot  the  public  to  pass  and  repass  over  it, 
and  temporarily  to  occupy  it  for  the  improvement  and  more  perfect  enjoyment  of 
ibafc  right,  and  special  injury  having  been  occasioned  to  him  in  consequence  of  it, 
oe  nas  a  right  to  insist  upon  the  dbatemaU  and  removal  of  such  bridge,  as  a  public 


am  be  cannot  recover  in  this  action  the  damaget  he  has  sustained  by  reason  of  such 
miury,  because  he  did  not  present  his  ^  claim  to  the  comptroller  of  the  city  for 
adjustment,  as  he  was  required  to  do  by  the  statute,  before  he  commenced  the 
aetion. 

New  York  Speddl  Term^  June^  1868. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  suit  as  an  action  in  equity  for 
the  removal  and  abatement  of  what  he  complains  of  as  a 
public  nuisance,  specially  injurious  to  himself.  It  appears 
from  the  complaint^  as  well  as  the  evidence  given  on  the 
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trial  of  the  action,  that  the  plaintifi  is  lessee  for  a  term  of 
years  of  the  premises  affected  by  the  structure  complained 
of,  and  that  he  has  erected  upon  them  a  valuable  building 
at  an  expense  of  $75,000.  This  building  is  situated  upon 
the  northeasterly  comer  of  Fulton  street  and  Broadway, 
and  has  been  and  is  now  occupied  in  part  by  the  plaintifi  as 
a  store  and  in  part  it  has  been  leased  out  to  and  occupied 
by  his  under  tenants. 

Hamilton  W.  ^OBisso^y  for  plaintiff. 
Andrew  J,  Rogers,  far  d^endant. 

Daniels,  J.  In  the  outset  of  the  trial,  the  defendant  ob- 
jected that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action  for 
the  abatement  of  the  structure  in  controversy  as  a  nuisance, 
because  he  did  not  own  an  estate  in  fee  in  the  premises 
affected  by  it,  and  authorities  were  produced  showing  that 
such  was  the  rule  which  prevailed  in  courts  of  law  upon 
this  subject.  Under  that  rule,  the  plaintiff's  remedy  at  law, 
as  a  tenant  merely,  would  be  that  of  a  special  action  on  the 
case,  as  it  was  called  before  the  Code,  for  the  recovery  of 
damages.  And  such  actions  could  be  brought  if  the  plain- 
tiff should  prove  to  be  entitled  to  maintain  them  from  time 
to  time,  as  the  damages  he  might  sustain  would  justify  a 
resort  to  them  during  the  continuance  of  the  cause  produc- 
ing them.  Under  that  rule  he  would  be  bound  to  submit 
to  the  continuance  of  the  wrong  for  such  time  as  his  inter- 
est in  the  leasehold  premises  continued,  if  the  public 
authorities  should  maintain  it  as  long  as  that. 

The  only  other  remedy  open  to  him,  would  be  that 
enjoyed  by  him,  in  common  with  every  other  member  of 
the  community,  of  indicting  the  defendant  for  a  misdemeanor 
committed  by  the  act  of  erecting  and  maintaining  a  common 
nuisance,  and  that  would  be  subject  to  embarrassments  and 
obstacles  that  it  is  not  now  necessary  to  enumerate.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  he  was  not  bound  to  resort  to  that 
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proceeding  even  if  the  structure  in  controversy  could  be 
clearly  established  to  constitute  a  common  nuisance.  The 
fact  that  he  could,  as  a  tenant  of  the  premises  which  it  is 
complained  are  injured,  maintain  only  actions  at  law  for 
damages,  and  that  such  actions  would  have  to  be  from  time 
to  time  repeated,  as  the  damages  might  continue  to  accrue, 
without  resulting  in  the  removal  of  the  structure  itself,  is 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  bring  his  action  in  this 
court  as  a  court  of  equity.  It  is  so  for  three  reasops.  First, 
that  he  has  no  adequate  remedy  at  law ;  secondly,  to  pre- 
vent a  multiplicity  of  actions;  and  thirdly,  to  prevent  irre- 
parable injury  by  the  continuance  of  the  nuisance  itself. 
(2  Story^s  Eq,  Jur,^  see.  924 ;  Spencer  agt,  London  and  Bir- 
mingham R.  R.  Co.y  8  Simons  J 193  ;  Sampson  agt.  Smithy  id.^ 
272;  Ripon  agt.  Hobartj  3  Mylne  and  Keen,  169;  Catlin 
agt.  Valentine,  9  Paige,  576.) 

A  complete  and  adequate  remedy  in  cases  of  nuisances 
in  &vor  of  all  persons  soecially  injured  by  them  when  they 
are  of  a  public  nature,  can  be  administered  in  this  court 
unembarrassed  by  the  technical  rules  prevailing  upon  the 
subject  in  courts  of  law.  And  if  the  complaint  made  by 
the  plaintiff  shall  prove  to  be  well  founded  he  has  presented 
such  a  ease,  as  for  the  reasons  already  mentioned  may  be 
properly  redressed  by  this  court  as  a  court  of  Equity. 

The  structure  which  the  plaintiff  in  thia  action  alleges 
has  been  erected,  and  is  now  maintained  by  the  defendant 
in  violation  of  his  rights  as  tenant  and  occupant  of  the 
premises  mentioned,  is  a  bridge  elevated  at  the  heighth  of 
eighteen  feet  over  the  junction  of  Fulton  street  and  Broad- 
way. This  bridge  is  reached  by  stairs  provided  for  that 
purpose  at  each  of  its  corners,  resting  upon  the  sidewalk  on 
Broadway.  They  extend  to  such  a  distance  along  the  side- 
walks from  the  sides  of  the  top  of  the  bridge  as  to  afford 
proper  means  of  ascending  to,  and  descending  from  the 
bridge  itself.  In  front  of  the  plaintiff's  store  the  sidewalk 
i??  thirteen  ffeet  in  width,  and  the  stairs  to  the  bridge  have 
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been  &p  constructed  as  to  occupy  just  one-half  of  this  space. 
The  northeasterly  stairs  ascend  from  the  walk  to  the  bridge 
across  a  considerable  portion  of  the  front  of  the  store  occu- 
pied  by  the  plaintiff,  obstructing  the  free  passage  of  the 
light  into  the  store  and  rendering  the  rear  portion  of  it  so 
dark  as  to  require  the  gas  to  be  lighted,  for  a  part  of  the 
day  at  least,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  carry  on  and 
transact  his  business.     The  evidence  also  quite  satisfactorily 
showed  that  the  upper  portion  of  the  building,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  previously  leased  for  offices  and  other  similar 
purposes,  had  been  so  far  injured  by  this  bridge  being  in 
front  of  them,  and  the  obstruction  to  the  approaches  to  it 
caused  to  pedestrians  passing  along  the  walks,  that  they  had 
^een  deserted  by  the  tenants,  and  he  was  unable  to  procure 
others  to  occupy  them.     And  in  addition  to  that,  the  per- 
sons who  passed  along  the  streets  at  this  point,  on  account 
of  the  diminished  capacity  of  the  sidewalk  by  the  erection 
of  the  stairs  to  the  bridge,  blockaded  the  front  of  his  store, 
rendering  it  inconvenient  for  goods  to  be  taken  to   and 
removed  from  it  and  for  his  customers  to  pass  in  and  out, 
and  frequently  driving  the  persons  collected  upon  the  walk 
through  the  inside  of  his  store  for  the  purpose  of  passing 
and  repassing  between  Broadway  and  Fulton  street. 

No  reason  exists  under  the  evidence  given  tor  doubting 
the  truth  of  these  statements.  And  assuming  them  to  be 
true,  as  the  court  is  bound  to  do,  even  though  they  may  be 
somewhat  colored,  they  exhibit  such  a  clear  case  of  special 
injury  to  the  plaintifi  as  will  enable  him  to  maintain  the 
present  action,  if  the  structure  complained  of  can  justly  be 
declared  to  be  a  public  nuisance.  To  constitute  such  a 
nuisance  it  is  necessary  that  it  shall  be  shown  to  have  been 
erected  and  maintained  in  violation  of  law,  and  that  it  shall 
oe  found  to  render  the  enjoyment  of  the  rights  obstructed 
by  it  inconvenient,  unwholesome  or  uncomfortable.  On 
account  of  the  large  amount  of  travel  upon  the  streets  and 
on  the  walks  at  this  point  the  former  frequently  became  so 
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completely  obstructed  and  blockaded  by  vehicles  as  to  ren- 
der it  impossible,  for  the  time  being,  for  pedestrians  to  effect 
a  crossing ;  and  when  that  was  not  the  case,  crossing  these 
streets  by  persons  on  foot  was  frequently  difficult  as  well  as 
dangerous.     It  was  to  relieve  pedestrians  from  these  inter- 
ruptions and  dangers  that  the  defendant  erected  and  has 
since  maintained  this  bridge.     When  the  streets  have  been 
very  wet  and  muddy,  and  in  the  winter  season,  when  the  melt- 
ing snow  or  ice  has  rendered  a  passage  over  them  trouble- 
some and  difficult,  then  the  evidence  shows  that  this  bridge 
has  been  used,  but  even  then,notto  such  an  extent  as  to  justify 
the  conclusion  that  it  has  afforded  any  great  or  substantial 
relief  to  the  walks  themselves,  or  the  persons  using  them. 
Even  at  those  periods  the  bridge  does  not  appear  to  be  used^ 
to  such  an  extent  as  to  accommodate  a  number  of  people 
equal  to  that  which  the  stairs  obstruct  by  contracting  and 
reducing  the  capacity  of  the  walk.     During  the  ordinary 
weather  which  prevails,  a  much  smaller  proportion  of  people 
make  use  of  it,  and  for  much  of  the  time,  its  chief  purpose 
seems  to  be  that  of  affording  convenient  accommodations 
for  persons  desirous  of  observing  the  movements  upon  the 
streets. 

The  obstacles  interposed  by  the  stairs  themselves  to  the 
free  and  unobstructed  use  of  the  sidewalks,  at  all  times,  are 
much  greater  than  the  convenience  and  facilities  afforded  to 
persons  using  them  by  the  bridge.  The  latter,  therefore, 
constitutes  a  positive  obstruction  to  those  who  are  entitled 
to  the  enjoyment  and  use  of  the  sidewalks  at  this  part  of 
the  city,  instead  of  adding  to  or  promoting  their  convenience. 
And  such  appears  to  be  the  manner  in  which  it  is  commonly 
regarded,  for  pedestrians  seem  to  prefer  encountering  the 
delay,  difficulty  and  danger  of  crossing  upon  the  surface  of 
the  streets  themselves,  to  the  performance  of  the  labor  re- 
quired to  make  a  combined  ascent  and  descent  of  thirty-six 
feet,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  freedom  from  these  obsta- 
cles by  crossing  over  the  bridge.     Of  the  two,  the  journey 


72  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPOP^TS. 

Knox  agt.  Major,  &,c^  of  ^ew  York. 

over  the  bridge,  in  the  judgment  of  those  using  the  walks, 
appears  to  be  regarded  as  the  most  difficult  to  be  made. 

For  these  reasons,  the  bridge  is  not  such  a  structure  as 
can,  in  any  proper  or  legal  sense,  be  pronounced  an  improve- 
ment promoting  the  convenient  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
streets.  It  not  only  impairs  the  value  and  usefulness  of  the 
adjacent  property,  but  beyond  that  it  renders  it  exceedingly 
inconvenient  to  use  it  for  some  of  the  ordinary  purposes  of 
business,  and  deprives  pedestrians  of  thirteen  feet  of  side- 
walk that  previous  to  its  erection  was  capable  of  being  freely 
used  by  them,  without  affording  or  providing  them  any 
corresponding  or  adequate  advantage  for  the  obstacles  placed 
in  their  way.  It  is  attended  with  those  consequences,  there- 
fore, which,  in  a  legal  sense,  constitute  a  public  as  well  as  a 
private  nuisance.  But  whether  that  can  be  held  to  be  its 
legal  character,  will  depend  entirely,  upon  whether  it  was 
properly  and  lawfully  placed  there. 

The  land  upon  which  Broadway,  at  this  point,  has  been 
constructed,  was  shown  upon  the  trial  to  have  been  dedi- 
cated by  those  under  whom  the  plaintiff  has  derived  his 
estate  for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  a  public  street.  In  this 
respect,  it  differs  from  many  of  the  streets  of  the  city  where 
the  fee  of  the  land  was  in  the  public  at  large,  and  by  legis- 
lation was  afterwards  transferred  to  the  city,  and  also  from 
those  streets  to  which  the  city  acquired  title  in  fee  by  pro- 
ceedings taken  for  opening  them.  In  these  cases  the  streets 
may  be  devoted  to  many  public  purposes  that  would  be  en- 
tirely unwarrantable  and  unjustifiable  where  a  simple  dedica- 
tion of  the  land  for  the  purposes  of  a  street  was  all  that  had 
taken  place.  Hence,  in  the  former,  the  legislature  of  the 
state  may  authorize  the  construction  of  railways  over  the 
streets,  without  the  consent  of  and  without  compensation  to 
the  adjacent  owners  of  property.  {The  People  agt.Kerr,  27  N. 
F.,  1S8.)  While  in  the  latter  case,  neither  the  legislature 
nor  the  common  council  of  the  city,  can  authorize  or  sanc- 
tion fcuch  an  appropriation  of  the  street,  without  obtaining 
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the  consent  of  or  making  compensation  to  such  owners. 
{WiUiafHs  agt.  The  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  16  K  F., 
97.)  In  this  case,  it  was  held  that  the  legislature  had  no 
such  authority  over  the  public  streets  of  a  city,  as  would 
permit  it  to  authorize  such  a  use  of  them.  This  authority 
also  holds,  that  the  public  acquire  only  such  an  interest  in 
land  appropriated  by  dedication  to  the  uses  and  purposes  of 
a  highway  as  will  entitle  them  to  use  it  for  that  object.  And 
subject  to  that  right,  which  is  denominated  an  easement, 
the  person  or  persons  making  the  dedication,  and  those 
acquiring  the  property  under  them  still  retain  the  fee  of  the 
land. 

For  this  reason,  persons  improperly  appropriating  or  using 
the  street  for  purposes  not  legitimately  appertaining  to  it  as 
a  street,  may  be  successfully  prosecuted  by  the  owner  of  the 
fee,  subject  to  the  easement,  and  made  to  respond  for  the 
act  in  damages,  or  to  surrender  the  property  itself,  as  the 
particular  case  may  require.  The  right  which  the  public 
acquire  by  means  of  the  dedication  and  the  acceptance  of  it, 
is  that  of  using  the  land  simply  as  a  street  and  for  nothing 
\«rhatever  beyond  that.  Incidental  to  this,  and  as  a  neces- 
sary part  of  it,  the  public  possess  the  right  of  rendering  the 
street  as  convenient,  useful,  commodious,  safe  and  whole- 
some, as  it  can  be  by  means  of  such  improvements  and  reg- 
ulations as  experience  has  discovered  to  be  adapted  to  those 
ends.  To  accomplish  those  results  it  may  be  graded,  curbed, 
paved  and  sewered,  and  provided  with  the  requisite  gas  and 
water  pipes  to  light  and  clean  it ;  and  the  manner  in  which 
excavations  may  be  made  or  maintained  in  or  under  it,  may 
be  suitably  and  safely  controlled  by  the  public  authorities 
having  charge  of  the  easement  for  the  benefit  of  the  public. 
But  all  this  is  done  and  permitted  for  one  end  and  purpose, 
and  that  is,  to  render  the  streets  as  convenient,  safe,  useful 
and  wholesome  as  they  may  be,  for  those  having  occasion 
to  use  them  for  the  purpose  of  passing  over  them.  Many 
other  improvements   in   this   respect  may   and    undoubt- 
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edly  will  be  discovered  and  made  to  increase  the  safety  and 
facilities  of  the  public  in  the  use  of  the  streets,  but  it  may 
very  well  be  questioned  whether  experiments  like  the  one  in 
controversy  Mrill  be  found  to  have  sufficient  tendency  in  that 
irection  to  justify  a  repetition  of  it. 
Beyond  this  right  of  improving  and  regulating  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  streets  may  be  used,  where  the  public 
have  acquired  only  the  easement  secured  by  the  dedication, 
the  public  have  no  right  to  make  use  of  the  land  over 
which  the  streets  may  be  lawfully  maintained  and  preserved. 
It  was  claimed  upon  the  trial  that  the  provisions  in  the 
early  charters  conferred  upon  this  city,  would  authorize  a 
more  unrestricted  use  than  that  of.  the  land  devoted  to  the 
purposes  of  a  street.  But  even  if  these  statutes  were  them- 
selves capable  of  being  so  construed,  which  certainly  would 
admit  of  very  great  doubt  indeed,  such  a  construction  could 
not  be  sanctioned  at  the  time  when  this  bridge  was  erected, 
for  the  constitution  of  this  state  had  long  before  thajb  int«;r- 
vened  with  its  potent  injunctions  that  no  person  should  be 
deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  Imw,  and 
that  private  property  should  only  be  taken  for  public  pur- 
poses by  properly  and  justly  compensating  the  owner  for  it. 
{Constitution  of  1822,  article  7,  ^^''^  1,  7;  1.  R.  5,,  ffth 
edition,  44,  4=5.)  And  these  provisions  have  been  prominent- 
ly placed  in  the  constitutions  formed  in  this  state  since  that 
time.  The  interest  which  the  owners  of  the  fee  had  in  the 
land  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  street  was  property  in  the 
legal  as  well  as  popular  signification  of  that  term,  recognized 
and  protected  as  such,  the  same  as  the  other  property  of 
the  owner,  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  therefore  within 
these  constitutional  provisions.  And  even  if  the  statutes 
previously  existing  within  the  city  were  of  themselves  so 
comprehensive  as  to  allow  the  owner  to  be  deprived  of  it 
without  compensation  and  without  due  process  of  law,  as 
long  as  the  right  secured  by  them  was  not  resorted  to  or  in 
any  manner  rendered  available,  until  after  these  constitutional 
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limitations  had  prohibited  that  from  being  done,  they  will 
not  and  cannot  in  any  manner  impair  the  rights  of  the 
owner  in  this  respect.  Those  rights  are  now  and  were 
when  this  bridge  was  erected  within  the  restrictions  im- 
posed upon  the  public  authorities  by  these  salutary  pro- 
visions of  the  constitution.  And  it  was  not  therefore 
within  the  power  of  the  common  council  or  of  the  legis- 
lature, or  both  combined,  to  deprive  the  defendant  of 
them,  unless  the  measures  for  doing  so  were  taken  in  con- 
formity to  its  requirements.  Those  measures  only  could  be 
effectual  in  this  respect  which  would  provide  compensation 
for  the  property  tak^n  or  would  result  in  the  assent  of  the 
person  entitled  to  its  enjoyment.  ^..^ 

Without  one  or  the  other,  the  act  of  appropriating  the 
property  in  question  would  necessarily  be  illegal  and  un- 
justifiable, if  it  has  imposed  an  additional  easement  or  burden 
upon  the  property  beyond  that  included  in  the  dedication.  .. 
If  that  be  its  character,  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1 866, 
authorizing  a  certain  amount  to  be  raised  by  taxation  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  for  the  erection  of  the  bridge,  would 
not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  any  of  his  rights  for  redress  on 
account  of  it.  {Laws  of  1866,  2,060.)  An  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture is  not  of  itself  due  process  of  law  within  the  contem- 
plation and  meaning  of  the  constitution.  And  this  act 
provided  no  compensation  for  the  owner  whose  property 
has  been  rendered  subservient  to  the  maintenance  of  this 
structure. 

An  attempt  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to 
show  that  the  present  plaintiff  consented  to  the  erection  of 
this  bridge,  but  no  evidence  was  given  which  warranted 
that  conclusion  as  a  matter  of  fact.  The  right  of  the 
owner  of  this  corner  to  the  fee  of  the  land  in  the  street, 
subject  to  the  easement  of  the  public,  has  been  acquired  by 
the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  the  lease  executed  and  delivered 
to  him.  That  bounds  the  land  leased  on  the  street,  which 
bv  «J  well  settled  rule  of  construction  extended  the  line  to 
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the  centre  of  the  street.  (BisseU  agt.  the  N,  T.  C.  JB.  i?., 
Co.y  23  N.  K,  61 ;  Perrine  agt.  samey  36,  -ST.  F.,  120.)  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  is  legally  entitled  to  complain  of  this,  if 
it  has  imposed  a  new  burden  or  seivitude  upon  his  land  in 
the  street  beyond  that  devoted  to  the  use  of  the  public, 
which  in  substance  was  one  of  passage  merely. 

This  bridge  is  a  structure  permanently  erected  over  the 
streets,  appropriating  for  its  support  and  the  avenues  to  it 
thirteen  feet  in  the  aggregate  of  that  part  of  the  street 
which  had  been  devoted  to  the  use  and  convenience  of 
pedestrians.  It  was  not  done  for  the  purpose  of  improving 
the  easement  upon  and  over  the  land  itself,  which  the  pub- 
lic were  and  are  entitled  to  enjoy;  and  it  has  no  tendency 
whatever  to  produce  any  such  improvement,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  a  new  and  distinct  servitude,  above  the 
streets  and  above  the  land  upon  which  the  public  easement 
was  created.  The  tact  that  a  portion  of  the  street  has  been 
exclusively  devoted  to  the  support  of  this  structure,  is  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  it  can  be  no  development  or  improve- 
ment of  the  pre-existing  easement,  for  that  actually  de- 
prives the  public  of  the  use  of  so  much  of  the  easement 
itself  as  the  bridge  requires  for  its  own  support.  If  the 
approi)riation  of  a  portion  of  the  street  or  sidewalks  can  be 
justified  for  this  purpose,  it  may  also  be  for  the  support  of 
any  other  device  that  can  be  made  useful  in  transferring 
persons  from  one  side  to  the  other  side  of  a  blockaded  or 
crowded  street.  If  the  object  in  view  is  sufficient  to  justify 
the  exercise  of  the  power,  it  may  be  used  in  any  manner 
that  either  ingenuity  or  fancy  may  suggest.  And  if  a 
bridge  is  found  to  fail  in  fulfilling  the  expectation  in  this 
respect  of  those  who  designed  and  erected  it,  a  hoisting 
apparatus  with  cranes  and  engines  for  its  use,  may  be  sub- 
stituted in  its  place.  And  this  may  be  done  not  only  where 
the  streets  are  liable  to  become  blockaded  and  dangerous, 
but  whenever  that  condition  may  be  reasonably  appre- 
hended.    If  this  may  be  done,  nothing  would  appear  to  be 
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in  the  way  of  a  raised  walk,  not  only  across^  but  along  the 
streets  themselves.  The  power  over  the  streets  that  will 
authorize  and  sanction  one  will  permit  the  existence  of  the 
others.  If  it  could  be  sustained,  it  is  capable  of  being  used 
in  such  a  manner  as  not  only  to  seriously  impede  and  im- 
pair the  public  utility  of  streets  as  avenues  for  travel,  but 
beyond  that  it  would  be  in  danger  of  t'endering  them  not 
only  annoying  but  useless  to  those  who  should  endeavor  to 
carry  on  business  upon  tuem. 

Within  the  well  settled  principles  of  law  apphcaWe  to  the 
government  and  improvement  of  public  streets,  no  such 
erection  as  the  one  complained  of  can  constitute  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  power  over  them  that  has  been  confided  to 
the  public  authorities*  It  is  so  entirely  unadapted  to  the 
improvement  or  enjoyment  of  the  street,  as  to  be  incapable 
of  promoting  the  utility  of  the  easement  which  the  public 
have  in  it,  in  any  respect  whatever.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
a  permanent  obstruction,  in  the  way  of  existence  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  easement,  and  to  that  extent  deprives  the  pub- 
lic of  the  use  of  that  which  has  been  dedicated  and  designed 
for  their  convenience  and  accommodation.  As  such  it  is  a 
public  nuisance,  which  may  be  and  should  be  abated  and 
removed.  ( People  agt.  Cunninghamy  1  Denio,  524  :  Pecple 
agt.  Vanderbilt,  28  K  Z.,  396.) 

And  as  the  structure  has  necessarily  appropriated  for 
its  support  the  land  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
have  maintained  open  and  unobstructed,  subject  only 
to  the  right  of  the  public  to  pass  and  repass  over  it, 
and  temporarily  to  occupy  it  for  the  improvement  and  more 
perfect  enjoyment  of  that  right,  and  special  injury  has 
been  occasioned  to  him  in  consequence  of  it,  he  has  made 
out  and  sustained  his  right  to  insist  upon  such  abatement 
and  removal.  He  cannot,  however,  recover  in  this  action 
the  damages  he  has  sustained  by  reason  of  such  injury, 
because  he  did  not  present  his  claim  for  them  to  the  comp- 
troller for  adjustment;  as  he  was  required  to  do  by  the 
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statute;  before  he  commenced  the  action.     {Laws  of  1860, 
p.  645,  ^  2.) 

If  the  action  had  been  for  their  recovery  alone,  it  would 
have  been  plainly  within  the  language  of  this  statute.  The 
fact  that  further  relief  of  an  equitable  nature  has  been  also 
demanded;  cannot  have  the  effect  of  excluding  from  the 
operation  of  the  statute  that  which  would  otherwise  have 
been  so  plainly  within  it.  The  plaintiff  must  have  judg- 
ment directing  the  removal  or  abatement  of  this  bridge  as 
a  nuisance^  within  ninety  days  after  service  upon  the 
proper  officer  of  the  defendant  of  a  certified  copy  of  the 
judgment;  without  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
maintain  an  action  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages 
sustained  by  him.  As  both  parties  have  succeeded  in  party 
neither  is  entitled  to  recover  costs  as  against  the  other. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  Be  Garret  S.  Bel^is  &  James  Millioan. 

A  winiew  wbo  was  a  lawyer,  being  under  examination  was  questioned,  toaching  a 
oertani  conveyance  made  to  him  by  the  bankrupt  and  wife  and  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance by  him  to  the  wife,  and  refused  to  testify  thereon  as  matter  within  the 
privileKe  of  confidential  communications  between  attorney  and  client 

Hdd,  on  the  facts  stated,  the  questions  were  proper  and  must  be  answered,  and  are 
not  within  such  priyilege. 

Southern  District  of  New  Torhy  Septemhery  1869. 

Before  John  Fitch,  Begister. 

Tbe  attorneys  for  Edward  C.  Williams^  assignee  of  said 
bankrupts,  claim  the  right  to  examine  a  witness  in  the  above 
entitled  cause,  concerning  a  deed  executed  by  James  Milli- 
gan,  one  of  said  bankrupts,  and  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  to  one 
John  T.  Gray,  between  the  first  days  of  January  and  July, 
1868 ;  tbe  consideration  that  passed  between  the  said  parties 
to  this  deed,  and  the  property  conveyed ;  also  concerning  a 

deed  executed  by to  Elizabeth  R.  Milligan,  wife  of 

James  Milligan,  between  the  first  days  of  January  and  July, 
1868,  the  consideration  and  the  property  conveyed. 

On  the  8th  day  of  April,  1868,  James  Milligan,  and 
Elizabeth,  his  wife,  executed  a  deed  conveying  certain  prop- 
erty, situate  in  the  city  of  Brookljm,  state  of  New  York, 
to of  New  York  city. 

On  the  lOtb  day  of  April,  1868,  the  said conveyed 

the  same  property  to  Elizabeth  R.  MiUigan,  wife  of  said 
James  Milligan. 

Q.  1.  State  whether  James  Milligan,  one  of  the  bank- 
rupts, conveyed  to  you  by  deed,  on,  or  about,  the  8th  day 
of  April,  1868,  certain  real  estate  situated  in  the  city  of 
BrooKlyn  t 

Q.  2.  State  the  consideration,  if  any,  given  by  you  to  him 
therefor  ? 
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Q.  3.  State  whether  you  simultaneously,  on,  or  about,  the 
same  date,  by  deed^  conveyed  to  Elizabeth  R.  Milligan,  wife 

of  said  James  Milligan,  the  same  premises  so  conveyed  by 
you  to  James  Milligan  on,  or  about  the  8th  day  of  April,  18b8. 

Q,  4.    State  the  consideration,  if  any,  given  to  you  by 
Elizabeth  R.  Milligan  therefor. 

Q.  5.  State  whether  at  that  time  any  suit  or  action  at  law 
'  was  pending,  in  relation  to  the  said  real  estate  between  the 
said  James  Milligan  and  wife,  and  any  person  in  which  you 
were  attorney  or  counsel  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Milligan,  or 
whether  there  has,  since  that  8th  day  of  April,  1868,  been 
such  an  aetion  pending  in  relation  to  said  real  estate,  ii; 
which  you  were  attorney  or  counsel. 

is  an  attorney  in  all  the  courts;  being  called  as  a 

witness  in  the  matter  qf  Bellis  and  Milligan,  bankrupts, 
refuses  to  testify  concerning  the  above-said  transfers,  on  the 
ground,  that  they  were  made  in  the  course  of  his  profes- 
sional business,  ard  are  therefore,  within  the  privilege  of 
confidential  communications  between  him  and  his  clients. 

The  examination  of as  a  witness,  in  this  matter, 

does  not  involve  any  statement,  confidential  or  otherwise, 
made  by  James  Milligan  to  him,  or  any  advice  given  by  him 
to  his  client,  the  said  James  Milligan,  but  merely  the  part 
he  performed  in  a  business  transaction  wherein  he  was 
grantee  in  the  first  place,  and  grantor  in  the  second,  of  cer- 
tain real  estate  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

In  this  case,  the  witness  claims  that  the  rule  which  pro- 
tects professional  communications  of  clinents  to  their  attor- 
ney, or  counsel,  extends  to  all  business  communications  as 
well  as  those  appertaining  to  suits  in  law  or  equity  or  other 
judicial  proceedings.  Upon  examining  the  authorities,  I 
find,  that  in  the  early  history  of  litigation  parties  prosecuted 
or  defend.ed  their  suits  in  person.  In  the  progress  of  time, 
as  litigation  increased,  and  judicial  proceedings  became 
settled  and  established,  men  skilled  and  learned  in  the  law 
and  practice  of  the  courts,  were  employed  to  conduct  the 
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prosecution  and  defense  of  causes.  Parties  were  not  then 
compelled  to  testify^  and  hesitated  to  communicate  the  facts 
in  relation  to  their  causes  to  others ;  to  obviate  that  diffi- 
culty^ the  courts  adopted  the  rule  in  relation  to  professional 
communications  of  clients  to  their  attorneys^  exempting  the 
same  from  disclosure,  &c.  Among  the  early  cases  upon  this 
subject  is  that  of  Annesly  agt.  The  Earl  of  Anglesea,  before 
the  Barons  of  the  Irish  Exchequer,  (17  How.  St  Trials 
1,139.)  The  case  was  most  extensively  and  ably  argued, 
and  very  elaborately  considered  by  the  court,  and  the  con- 
clusion arrived  at,  as  to  the  true  origin  of  the  rule  in  ques- 
tion, may  be  best  stated  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Barok 
MocNTENAT,  who  says,  at  page  1,240 :  "  Mr.  Recorder  has 
very  properly  mentioned  the  foundation  upon  which  it  hath 
been  held,  and  it  is  certainly  undoubted  law,  that  the  attor- 
neys ought  to  keep  inviolably  the  secrets  of  their  clients, 
viz. :  Tbat  an  increase  of  legal  business  and  the  inability  of 
parties  to  transact  that  business  themselves,  made  it  neces- 
sary for  them  to  employ  other  persons  who  might  transact 
that  business  for  them.  That  this  necessity,  introduced 
with  it,  ihe  necessity  of  what  the  law  hath  very  justly 
established,  an  inviolable  secrecy  to  be  observed  by  attorneys, 
in  order  to  render  it  safe  for  clients  to  communicate  to  their 
attorneys  aU  proper  instructions  for  the  carrying  on  of  the^e 
causes  which  they  found  themselves  under  the  necessity  of 
entrusting  to  their  care." 

In  the  case  of  Dickens  eigt  Pramelee  (2  Vermont  iZ.,  185,) 
Paddock,  Justice,  says:  "It  also  became  necessary  for 
courts  to  adopt  a  rule  by  way  of  pledge  to  suitors  that  their 
secret  and  confidential  communications  to  their  attorneys 
should  not  be  drawn  from  them  with  or  without  the  consent 
of  such  attorney." 

Among  the  earliest  cases  to  be  found  on  this  subject  are 

IJerd  agt.  Lovelace,  (Carffs  B.,  p.  88) ;  Austin  agt.  Vesey, 

(id.,  89) ;  Kilway  agt.  Kilway,  {id.,  126);  Dennis  agt.  Cod- 

rington,  {id.,  143.)     Solicitors  and  counsel  were  excused 

Voi^  XXXVLLL  6 
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from  testifying,  on  the  ground,  that  they  were  solicitors  or 
counsel  in  the  cause.     In  Waldron  agt.  Wardy  {Stiles  J?., 
449,)  a  witness  was  offered  in  evidence  to  be  examined  as  to 
some  matter    "  whereof  he  had  been   made   privy  as  of 
counsel  in  the  cause."     The  courts  would  not  permit  the 
examination.  In  Sparks  agt.  MiddletoUj  {Redleyy  505),  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  was  excused  from  testifying,  on  the 
ground,  '^  that  he  should  only  revealsuch  things  as  he  either 
knew  before  he  was  of  counsel,  or  that  came  to  his  knowl- 
edge since,  by  other  persons."     In  Curtis  agt.  Pickering^  (1 
Ventr,^  197),  a  witness  was  called  to  testify  concerning  an 
erasure  in  a  will,  supposed  to  have  been  made  by  Pickering, 
The  witness,  after  the  erasure,  was  retained  as  his  solicitor 
in  the  cause.     In  VaUiant  agt.  Dodermead^  (2  Atkins,  524), 
witness  was  called  to  prove  certain  interrogatories.     Objec- 
tions, that  his  knowledge  of  the  matters  was  obtained  as  a 
clerk  in  court.     Evidence  received.     Lord  Hardwick  says : 
"  that  the  matters  inquired  after  by  the  plaintiff's  interroga- 
tories, were  antecedent  transactions  to  the  commencement 
of  the  suit."     In  the  then  last  cited  cases  the  communications 
to  the  respective  parties  were  during  the  pendency  of  an 
action  in   which  they  were  either  attorney,  solicitor,  or 
counsel.     The  same  rule  is  held  by  the  courts  in  this  state, 
and  seems  to  decide  the  question  in  this  case.     In  17  John- 
soUj  335,  the  court  says :  "  The  privilege,  in  its  most  com- 
prehensive sense,  is  not  broad  enough  to  cover  collateral 
facts,  the  answer  to  which  does  not  betray  any  confidential 
communication  between  attorney  and  client." 

An  attorney  or  counsel  may  be  called  on  to  testify  to  a 
collateral  fact  within  his  knowledge  or  to  a  fact  which  he 
might  know  without  being  entrusted  with  it  by  his  client 
{Johnson  agt.  Daveme,  19  Johnson,  134;  4:th  Term,  431.) 

Communications  made  to  an  attorney  at  law  with  a  view 
to  obtain  his  assistance  in  the  commission  of  a  felony  are 
not  privileged ;  3  Barb.,  598.  In  the  case  of  the  Bochester 
City  Bank  agt.  Suydam,  (5  How.,  p.  254.)     To  be  brought 
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within  its  protection  if  they  do  not  appertain  to  any  suit  or 
legal  proceeding  commenced  or  comtemplated,  should  be 
made  under  cover  of  an  employment  strictly  professional, 
and  should  be  such  as  the  business  to  be  done  requires  to  be 
made.  They  should  also  be  of  a  confidential  nature,  and  so 
considered  at  the  time,  and  should  be  shown  to  have  been 
made  with  direct  reference  to  the  professional  business  upon 
which  they  may  be  supposed  to  bear.  (17  How.  State  Trials, 
1,139;  1  Greenlea/Ev.,  244;  1  Philips  Ev.,  145;  1  StarJcey.) 
In  section  26  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  1867,  it  is  provided 
that  the  court  may  at  all  times  require  the  bankrupt,  upon 
reasonable  notice,  to  attend  and  submit  to  an  examination 
on  oath,  upon  all  matters  relating  to  the  disposal  or  condi- 
tion of  his  property;  the  bankrupt  is,  therefore,  liable  to 
be  called  (and  in  this  case  has  been  called,)  and  examined 
upon  these  very  transactions.  He  cannot  extend  an  immu- 
nity to  his  attorney  which  he  does  not  possess  himself. 
The  privilege  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  client,  not  the  attor- 
ney. The  authorities  upon  this  point  which  I  have  cited, 
show  that  originally  no  communications  were  protected  as 
confidential  professional  communications,  except  that  which 
related  to  the  management  of  some  suit  or  judicial  proceed- 
ing actually  pending  or  about  to  be  commenced  in  some 
court.  Few  cases  have  gone  beyond  that.  Even  the  case  of 
WiJson  agt.Trowp,  {7  Johnson,  C,R.,25;  and 2  Cowen B.,196', 
S.  C.)  Haight,  an  attorney,  was  retained  to  conduct  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  by  advertisement  under  the  act 
concerning  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages  by  advertisement. 
It  was  claimed  that  Troup  employed  Haight  because  Haight 
was  a  lawyer,  and  the  court  of  errors  evidently  considered 
the  relation  of  the  party  in  the  statutory  foreclosure  case, 
namely :  Troup  and  Haight  as  that  of  attorney  and  client, 
and  therefore  the  evidence  of  Haight  was  not  admissible  as 
against  Troup,  his  client.  This  decision  is  unquestionably 
correct  and  founded  upon  the  principle,  that  a  statutory 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  by  advertisement  is  in  the  nature 
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of  a  judicial  proceeding.  And  in  Jackson  agt  Boniinick^ 
(14  Johnson  22.,  443),  the  court  says:  "That  a  foreclosure 
under  the  statute  is  substantially  equivalent  to  a  foreclosure 
in  equity,  same  in  efiect.     (5  Eou).  Pr.  R,  261.) 

In  this  case  there  was  no  action  pending.  The  witness 
drew  a  deed  conveying  certain  real  estate  from  James  Milli- 
gan to  himself.  He  then  conveyed  the  said  real  estate  to 
Mrs.  Milligan,  the  wife  of  said  James  Milligan.  There  was 
no  action  then  pending  in  regard  to  said  real  estate,  and  the 
question  before  the  court  in  relation.to  the  real  estate  now  is, 
whether  the  legal  title  of  the  real  estate  so  conveyed  vesta 
in  Mrs.  Milligan  as  against  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  Now, 
the  witness  is  simply  called  upon  to  state  the  fact  of  the 
receiving  and  the  conveying  of  the  real  estate,  the  consid- 
eration, if  any,  he  gave  or  received  therefor  and  what  was 
said  and  done  on  the  occasion.  His  testimony,  if  given, 
cannot  do  injustice  to  any  one.  The  same  facts  have  been 
proven  by  James  Milligan  in  these  proceedings.  The  deeds 
can  be  given  in  evidence,  and  although  Mrs.  Milligan  cannot 
be  compelled  to  testify  to  these  facts  in  bankruptcy,  still 
^he  can  be  made  to  do  so  by  a  bill  in  equity  on  the  part  of 
the  assignee  against  herself,  her  husband  and  the  witness  to 
set  aside  said  conveyance  as  fraudulent  &c.,  &c.,  as  against 
the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  (30  Barb..  506.)  The  court  of 
appeals,  in  SON,  F.,jp.  330,  Selden,  Judge,  holds,  that  the 
rule  which  protects  professional  communications  of  clients 
to  their  attorneys  or  counsel  from  disclosure,  should  only  ex- 
tend to  such  communications  as  have  relation  to  some  suit 
or  other  judicial  proceeding  either  existing  or  contemplated. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  is  claimed  only  for  the  bank- 
rupt which  brings  it  within  the  cases  of  Griffith  agt.  DaviSj 
(5  Barn,  and  Aid.  502) ;  Shore  agt.  Bedford,  (5  Man.  and 
Gran.  271) ;  Weeks  agt.  Argent,  (16  Mees.  and  Wels.  817.) 
In  30JV1F.,  Ingraham,  J,  says:  "If  he  was  only  the  counsel 
of  Barney,  then  the  decisions  settle  that  the  disclosures  be- 
ing made  in  the  presence  of  a  third  party,  they  are  not 
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privileged.*^  I  think  that  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  Mrs. 
Milligan,  the  wife  of  the  petitioner,  who  received  the  con- 
veyance from  the  witness  as  property  to  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use,  must  be  considered  as  a  third  person.  I  have 
given  the  authorities  as  they  were  previous  to  the  Legisla- 
tive enactments  in  the  state,  in  relation  to  the  examination 
of  parties  as  witnesses,  which  enactments  are  as  follows : 
Any  party  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  either  in  law  or 
equity,  had  before  any  court  or  officers,  may  require  any 
adverse  party,  whether  complainant,  plaintiff,  petitioner  or 
defendant,or  any  one  of  said  adverse  party,  any  and  every  per- 
son who  is  benificially  interested  in  said  suit  or  proceedings, 
though  not  nominally  as  parties,  to  give  testimony  under  oath 
in  such  suit  or  proceeding;  and  such  adverse  party  may  be 
examined  orally,orunderacommis8ion,in  the  same  manner  as 
persons  not  parties  to  such  suit  or  proceeding,  and  who  are 
competent  witnesses  therein ;  and  such  party  may  be  sub- 
poened  and  his  attendance  as  a  witness  compelled,  or  he 
may  be  examined  by  a  commission,  or  conditionally,  or  his 
testimony  perpetuated  in  the  same  manneras  any  competent 
witness. 

"  The  court  or  officer  before  whom  such  suit  or  proceed- 
ing may  be*  had  shall  have  power  to  dismiss  the  bill,  petition 
or  proceeding  of  any  party,  or  any  part  thereof,  with  costs, 
or  non-suit  any  party,  or  strike  out  or  disregard  any  defense, 
or  any  part  thereof,  of  any  party  who  shall  refuse  to  testify. 

"  Any  party  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  as  aforesaid  shall 
be  required,  to  entitle  him  to  examine  the  adverse  party  as 
a  witness  in  any  suit  or  proceeding,  to  give  testimony 
therein,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  attendance  of  witnesses 
in  ordinary  cases." 

The  act  of  congreas,  July  16th,  1862,  provides: 

**  That  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  court  shall  be 
held  shall  be  the  rules  *  •  *  as  to  the  competency  of 
witnesses  in  thfe  court  of  the  United  States." 

In  this  case  the  rights  and   privileges  of  the  attorney, 
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and  his  duty  to  his  clients  are  entirely  separate,  and  dis- 
tinguished from  his  rights  and  duties  as  purchaser  and 
vendor.  The  transaction  in  relation  to  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  the  real  estate  was  not  a  part  and  parcel  of,  or  in 
and  about  any  law  suit  in  which  he  was  counsel,  for  either 
the  petitioner  or  his  wife.  It  therefore  stands  as  a  transac- 
tion of  purchase  and  sale  of  real  estate,  the  witness  pur- 
chasing the  real  estate  of  Mr.  Milligan,  and  selling  the  same 
to  Mrs.  Milligan,  his  wife,  two  days  thereafter. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  that  this  was 
a  mere  fraud  and  cover,  and  intended  to  evade  the  act  of 
the  legislature  of  1849,  page  528  chapt,  375,  visf: 

^^  Any  married  female  may  take  by  inheritance  or  by  gift, 
grant,  devise  or  bequest,  from  any  person  other  than  her 
husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  convey 
and  devise  real  and  personal  property,  and  any  interest  or 
estate  therein,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  in 
the  same  manner  and  with  like  effect  as  if  she  were  un- 
married, and  the  same  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal 
ot  her  husband  or  be  liable  for  his  debts." 

The  assignee  also  claims  that  the  conveyance  from  the 
witness  to  Mrs.  Milligan  is  void  ;  that  it  was  a  mere  formal 
transfer  of  the  real  estate  from  the  husband  to  the  wife, 
using  the  name  of  the  witness  as  a  mere  go  between,  so  that 
the  conveyance  might  technically  conform  to  the  letter  of 
the  statute,  and  at  the  same  time  defeat  the  spirit  and  in- 
tent of  the  law ;  that  the  wife  acquired  no  legal  or  vested 
rights  therein  by  said  conveyance  other  than  her  contingent 
right  of  dower  to  which  she  was  previously  entitled.  The 
courts  ever  have  and  now  do  hold,  that  the  character  of 
their  attorneys  should  be  above  reproach  and  beyond  sus- 
picion; that  they  should  never  be  a  party  to  the  perpetra- 
tion of  any  fraud  or  any  act  of  doubtful  integrity,  or  in 
the  remotest  manner  violating  any  of  our  country's  laws. 
The  reasons  for  this  are  obvious.  They,  in  most  instances, 
draft,  if  they  do  not  make,  the  laws,  and  most  certainly, 
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"the  law  makers  should  not  be  law  breakers."  In  all  'well- 
regulated  communities  the  lawyers  are  looked  up  to  and 
respected.  It  is  just  and  right  they  should  be.  They  are 
the  best  educated  men,  better  versed  in  the  whole  policy  of 
bur  country,  are  more  intelligent  and  have  broader  and  more 
enlarged  views  of  all  the  relations  of  life,  than  any  other 
class  of  men ;  therefore  it  is  that  the  community  requires 
of  them,  in  aU  their  relations  in  life,  to  be  entirely  free  from 
any  wrong,  or  any  act  of  doubtful  propriety.  All  must  see 
the  impropriety  of  lawyers  being  connected  with  any  con- 
veyance of  real  estate,  the  purpose  or  effect  of  which  would 
be  to  evade  the  provisions  of  any  law, 

I  find  that  previous  to  the  act  of  1847,  and  the  acts 
amendatory  thereto,  an  attorney  occupied  the  same  rela- 
tive position  as  his  client  in  relation  to  giving  testimony, 
and  was  privileged  as  to  all  matters  which  his  client  could 
not  be  compelled  to  disclose. 

But  now  whenever  and  wherever  the  client  can  be  com- 
pelled as  a  witness  to  testify  to  any  fact,  then  the  attorney 
roust  also  testify.  The  statutes  of  this  state  having  abro- 
gated the  former  common  law  rule  to  that  effect. 

That  the  witness  in  this  case  is  not  privileged,  as  the 
mere  act  of  receiving  and  conveying  the  title  to  real  estate, 
about  which  there  has  not  been  any  action  pending,  does 
not  bring  him  within  the  former  common  law  rule  as  to 
privileged  communications  to  attorneys  and  counsel,  and 
since  the  enactment  of  1847,  no  such  privilege  exists  which 
can  be  claimed  for  the  witness  in  this  case. 

That  the  questions  are  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  proper, 
and  the  witness  must  answer. 

Blatchford,  J. — On  the  facts  stated  by  the  register  the 
five  questions  set  forth  were  proper,  and  must  be  answered 
by  the  witness,  and  are  not  within  the  privilege  of  confi- 
dential communications  between  attorney  and  client. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT, 
In  re  Garret  S.  Bellis  &  James  Millioan. 

The  nsaal  order  and  Babposna  were  issaed  for  the  wife  of  bankrapt  to  attend  before 
the  register  and  be  sworn  and  'testify  as  a  witness.  She  failed  to  appear,  and 
ooansel  put  in  affidavit  explanatory  of  her  non-attendance,  bot  qnestioned  the 
authority  of  the  court  to  compel  her  to  testify  in  this  cause. 

Beld:  The  proper  proceeding  is  to  issne  an  order  to  show  caase  why  an  attachment 
should  not  issue  against  her. 

Southern  District  of  New  York,  October,  1869. 

Before  John  Fitch,  Begister. 

The  attorney  for  the  assignee  in  this  cause  applied  before 
me  for  the  usual  order  and  subpoena  for  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R. 
Milligan,  wife  of  James  Milligan,  one  of  the  petitioners. 
The  affidavit  sets  forth  the  facts  and  is  sufficient  both  in  form 
and  substance,  is  duly  verified,  and  upon  it  the  assi<rnee  is 
by  law  entitled  to  the  order  and  subpoena  asked  for.  {In  re 
Julius  L,  AdamSj  2  Bank.  Beg,  pp.  33  and  92 ;  s.  c.  36 
How.  Pr.  jB.,  p.  51.)  Sec.  26  of  the  bankrupt  law  provides: 
**For  good  cause  shown,  the  wife  of  any  bankrupt  may  be 
required  to  attend  before  the  court  to  the  end  that  she  may 
be  examined  as  a  witness,  and  if  such  wife  do  not  attend  at 
the  time  and  place  specified  in  the  order,  the  bankrupt  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  a  discharge,  unless  he  shall  prove  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  that  he  was  unable  to  procure  the 
attendance  of  his  wife." 

During  the  trial  of  this  cause  and  before  the  issuing  of 
this  order  and  subpoena,  I  permitted  the  attorney  for  the 
bankrupts  to  file  an  affidavit,  under  <^  26  of  the  bankrupt 
law,  setting  forth  the  reason  why  she  had  not  obeyed  ore- 
vious  orders  of  the  court.  I  considered  that  to  be  the  cor- 
rect practice  in  order  to  raise  the  question  under  ^  26  of  the 


NEW  YOBK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  gg 

Matter  of  Bellis  &  Milligan. 

bankrupt  law  as  to  whether  the  disobedience  of  the  wife  to 
the  mandates  of  the  court  prohibited  the  bankrupt  Milligan 
from  receiving  a  discharge.  I  consider  it  a  well  settled  rule 
of  law,  that  the  wife  of  a  bankrupt  must  obey  the  orders  of 
the  court  the  same  as  any  other  witness,  especially  when  as 
in  this  case  it  is  shown  that  within  a  short  time  previous  to 
the  filing  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  by  the  husband  he 
conveyed  to  her  certain  real  estate  which  now  stands  in  her 
name  of  record,  and  the  application  asks  for  her  examination 
touching  said  real  estate.  She  must  attend  and  be  sworn  ; 
then  any  legal  excuse  or  objections  can  be  made  in  her 
behalf.  "The  courts  do  justice  and  also  require  implicit 
obedience  to  their  mandates."  Any  excuse  or  explanation 
can,  at  the  proper  time,  be  given,  Courts  are  very  lenient 
wherever  a  just  or  pjoper  cause  is  shown — sickness  and 
debility  are  proper  excuses.  Such  excuses  should,  however, 
be  shown  by  the  certificates  of  physicians.  In  this  case, 
such  certificates,  if  the  facts  warrant  them,  can  readily  be 
procured.     None  as  yet  have  been  produced  before  me. 

The  return  of  the  United  States  marshal  shows  that  the 
witness  was  paid  certain  fees  for  her  attendance  as  a 
witness. 

The  proceedings  in  this  cause  before  me  show  that  the 
application  for  the  examination  of  the  witness  was  not  made 
for  delay,  as  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  if  given,  must, 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  be  of  great  materiality 
both  to  the  assignee  and  the  bankrupt  Milligan. 

The  courts  cannot  administer  the  laws  unless  they  can 
enforce  obedience  to  their  process  and  orders.  It  is  not  the 
province  of  the  witness  to  question  the  rights,  powers,  or 
duties  of  the  courts.  It  is  their  duty  to  obey.  The  courts 
will  protect  them  in  all  their  legal  rights.  In  this  case,  the 
question  whether  the  wife  can  be  a  witness  for  or  against 
her  husband  does  not  arise,  as  her  husband  has  been  adjudi- 
cated a  bankrupt,  his  effects,  if  any,  pass  into  the  hands  of 
the  assignee,  and  the  contest  for  the  title  to  the  real  estate 
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is  between  the  witness  and  the  assignee.  Mr.  Fuller,  one 
of  the  counsel  for  the  bankrupt,  on  presenting  the  affidavit 
giving  the  excuse  for  the  non  attendance  of  the  witness, 
made  a  very  able  and  learned  argument  to  show  that  the 
court  had  no  power  to  compel  the  witness  to  testify  in  this 
cause,  and  on  that  ground,  under  §26  of  the  bankrupt  law, 
opposed  the  granting  of  the  order  and  desired  that  the  same 
be  certified  to  your  honor. 

I  certify,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  this  witness  must  attend 
and  be  sworn  and  obey  the  order  of  the  court  the  same  as 
any  other  witness.  That  upon  the  affidavit  showing  that 
the  witness  was  material,  the  assignee  and  creditors  were 
entitled  to  the  usual  order  and  subpoena  which  were  granted 
in  this  cause. 

That  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  order  the  witness  was 
compelled  to  attend.  That  the  excuses  shown  by  the  affi- 
davit referred  to  unaccompanied  by  certificates  of  physicians 
were  insufficient.  That  such  excuses,  and  all  others  which 
may  be  shown  in  extenuation  for  disobedience  to  the  order 
of  the  court,  should  be  shown  before  your  honor,  upon  the 
motion  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  for  an  order  to  show 
cause  why  an  attachment  should  not  be  issued  against  the 
witness,  &c.,  &c. 

Blatchfoed,  J. — ^Dnder  the  circumstances  of  this  case  I 
think  an  order  to  show  cause  why  a  warrant  should  not 
issue,  is  the  proper  proceeding. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  91 

Canter  agt  the  People. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

John  A.  Canter,  plaintiff  in  error,  agt.  The  People,  &c., 

defendants  in  error. 

Where  a  defendant  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  him,  for  a  criminal  charge, 
is  acquitted  on  the  ground  of  a  variance  between  the  indictment  and  the  prrof, 
fHich  acqnittal  forms  no  bar  to  the  trial  on  a  second  indictment  against  him  for  tbe 
same  offense. 

March  Term^  1867. 

The  plaintiff  m  error  was  indicted  in  the  New  York 
general  Sessions  in  June,  1 865,  for  that  wilfully  and  feloni- 
ously on  the  Ist  of  February  in  that  year,  he  had  in  his 
possession  a  certain  forged  and  counterfeit  note  commonly 
called  a  bank  note,  issued  by  the  Mechanic's  Bank  of  New 
Haven,  in  the  state  of  Connectit*.ut,  of  the  denomination  of 
ten  dollars,  with  intent  then  and  there  feloniously  to  utter 
and  pass  the  same.  Upon  the  arraignment  of  the  prisoner,  he 
interposed  an  auterfois  acquit^  which  set  forth  an  indictment 
found  against  him  in  the  same  words  as  the  present  iridict- 
ment,  for  having  in  his  possession  a  like  false  and  counter- 
feit bank-note,  of  the  denomination  often  dollars, issued  by 
the  Northfield  Bank  of  the  state  of  Vermont,  with  like 
intent  to  pass  the  same;  that  upon  said  last-mentioned 
indictment  the  prisoner  was  arraigned  and  pleaded  not  guilty, 
and  was  put  upon  his  trial,  and  that  the  jury  then  and  there 
impanelled  rendered  their  verdict  that  the  said  prisoner  was 
not  guilty,  on  the  ground  of  a  variance  between  the  indict- 
ment and  the  proof.  The  plea  then  averred  that  the  offense 
of  forgery  in  the  present  indictment,  and  the  said  offense  in 
the  former  indictment,  are  not  diverse  or  different  offenses, 
and  the  plea  then  proceeds  to  show  wherein  the  offense 
charged  in  the  former  indictment  was  the  same  offense  as 
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that  set  forth  in  the  present  indictment,  wherefore,  as  the 
prisoner  had  already  been  heretofore  acquitted  of  the  offense 
of  forgery  aforesaid,  he  prayed  judgment  that  he  be  dis- 
missed and  discharged  from  the  present  indictment.  The 
district  attorney  then  and  there  demurred  to  said  plea,  and 
the  prisoner  joined  in  the  demurrer;  and  after  hearing  coun- 
sel thereon,  the  said  plea  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and 
judgment  was  given  thereon  for  the  people,  and  thereupon 
the  prisoner  was  arraigned  upon  said  indictment,  and 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  demanded  a  trial. 

He  was  subsequently  convicted  of  forgery  in  the  second 
degree,  and  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  state  prison 
at  har  J  labor  for  the  term  of  ten  years. 

The  judgment  of  the  general  sessions  was  afSrmed  in  the 
supreme  court,  and  the  prisoner  now  brings  his  writ  of 
error  to  this  court. 

S.  H.  Stuart  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  Oakey  Hall  for  defendants  in  error. 

Da  VIES  C.  J. — Assuming,  as  we  may  for  the  purpose  of 
deciding  this  case,  that  the  offense  set  forth  in  the  first  in- 
dictment, and  upon  which  the  prisoner  was  tried  and  ac- 
quitted, was  the  same  offense  as  that  charged  in  the  second 
indictment,  and  upon  which  he  has  been  tried  and  convicted, 
it  by  no  means  follows,  as  contended  for  by  the  counsel 
for  the  prisoner,  that  such  verdict  of  acquittal  forms  a  bar 
to  the  trial  upon  this  indictment. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff*  in  error  that  his  arraign- 
ment and  trial  upon  this  second  indictment  is  an  infraction 
of  the  5th  article  of  the  amendment  to  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be 
subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of 
life  or  limb."  This  provision  is  a  fundamental  maxim  in 
criminal  jurisprudence.  It  is  derived  from  the  ancient  and 
well-established  principles  of  the  common  law,  was  ratified  by 
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magna  charta,  and  is  now  firmly  established  by  our  national 
constitution.  When  this  principle  is  invoked  as  a  bar  to 
further  proceedings  in  a  criminal  prosecution,  the  inquiry 
always  arises,  has  the  party  in  fact  been  already  put  in 
jeopardy  for  the  same  offense  T  To  sustain  the  plea  of  a 
former  acquittal,  it  must  appear  that  the  party  was  "  put 
in  jeopardy"  by  the  former  trial ;  thus,  if  the  indictment 
upon  which  he  had  already  been  tried  was  so  defective 
that  no  judgment  could  have  been  given  upon  it,  it  would 
not  at  common  law  constitute  a  bar  {People  agt  Barrett,  1 
Johns.  R.  66;  1  Russell  on  Cr.  836  ;  Bums  agt.  The  People^ 
1  Parker  Cr.  Reps.  182.) 

Our  Revised  Statutes,  however,  provide  that,  '^  when  a 
defendant  shall  have  been  acquitted  of  a  criminal  charge, 
upon  trial,  on  the  ground  of  a  variance  between  the  indict- 
ment and  the  proof,  or  upon  any  exception  to  the  form  or 
substance  of  the  indictment,  he  may  be  tried  and  convicted 
upon  a  subsequent  indictment  for  the  same  offense."  (2d 
erf.,  Rev.  S.,  Vol.  1.,  p.  586,  ^  24.)  "  But  where  a  defend- 
ant shall  have  been  acquitted  upon  trial,  on  the  merits  and 
facts,  and  not  upon  any  ground  stated  in  the  last  section, 
he  may  plead  such  acquittal  in  bar  of  any  snbsequent  ac- 
cusation for  the  same  offense,  notwithstanding  any  defect  in 
form  or  in  substance  in  the  indictment  upon  which  such 
acquittal  was  had."  {Id.  §  25.)  But  such  former  acquittal 
will  not  be  a  bar,  if  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try 
the  offense  (1  Russ.  on  Cr.  1836,)  or  if  the  jury  had  been 
discharged  without  rendering  a  verdict  {People  agt.  Bowden^ 
9  Mass.  R.  494  ;  U.  S.  Pere^f,  9  Wheat.  R.  579,)  or  if  there 
has  been  a  failure  of  the  trial  for  any  other  cause  (12  Pick. 
R.  496.)  But  the  plea  in  the  present  case  presents  the 
ground  of  accquittal  on  the  former  trial  in  the  very  words 
of  section  24  above  quoted,  viz:  on  the  ground  of  a  va- 
riance between  the  indictment  and  the  proof.  We  are, 
therefore,  admonished  by  this  clear  and  explicit  declaration 
of  the  statute,  that  an  acquittal  upon  such  ground  forms  no 


94         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Gentil  agt  Amaad. 

bar  to  a  trial  and  conviction  upon  a  subsequent  indictment 
for  the  same  offense.  The  plain  provision  of  the  statute  dis- 
poses of  the  plea  in  bar  interposed  by  the  prisoner^  and 
shows  it  was  properly  overruled. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  prisoner  that  both  indictments  were 
in  fact  for  the  same  offense.  But  we  deem  it  unnecessary 
to  pass  upon  this  question. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Concurring  on  the  main  question :  Wright,  Porter, 
Hunt,  Scrugham,  and  Grover. 

The  question  of  having  several  forged  bills  in  possession, 
&c.,  not  passed  upon. 

Affirmed. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Gentil  agt.  Arnand  et  ah 

R«tlief  by  an  wjuncHon  against  trefpauy  is  three  fold ;  1st.  Admission  or  adjndica* 
tiou  of  plaintiff 's  right.  2d.  Admission  or  adjadication  of  defendant's  wrong;  and 
3d.  Inadequacy  of  a  remedy  at  law.  If  the  trespass  amoant  to  an  actual  onster, 
it  is  remediable  by  ejectment;  if  it  fall  short  of  ouster,  then  by  trespass,  and  in 
neither  case  will  an  injunction  lie,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  equity  in  the  case. 
A  complaint  in  the  case  for  an  injunction,  may  be  dismissed,  on  motion,  without  an 
answer  for  want  of  equity,  on  its  face. 

Where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
relief  by  injunction,  as  a  part  of  the  final  judgment  in  the  case,  there  is  no  autho- 
rity to  issue  or  uphold  &  preliminary  injunction. 

Special  Term^  November ^  1869. 

Motion  by  defendants  to  dissolve  injunction. 

McCuNN,  J.  To  authorize  an  injunction  under  section  219 
of  the  Code,  the  complaint  must  show  the  plaincifF  entitled 
to  an  injunction  as  ultimate  relief;  and,  that  a  present  pre- 
liminary injunction  is  necessary  to  avert  intermediate  injury. 
{Hart  agt.  Harvey,  32  Barb.)     Now  the  complaint  herein, 
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exhibits  no  equity.     The  injury  alleged  is  a  mere  trespass^ 
and  a  mere  trespass  is  insufficient  to  authorize  an  injunction. 
"  The  principle  of  injunctive  relief  against  a  tort  is,  that 
whenever  damage  is  caused  or  threatened  to  property,  ad- 
mitted or  legally  adjudged  to  be  the  plaintiff's,  by  an  act  of 
the  defendant  admitted  or  legally  adjudged  to  be  a  civil 
wrong,  and  such  damage  is  not  adequately  remediable  at 
law,  an  injunction  may  issue  against  the  commission  or  con- 
tinuance of  the  wrong."     Thus  three  conditions  are  essen- 
tial to  injunctive  relief  against  trespass:     First — ^admission 
or  adjudication  of  plaintiff's  right;  Second — admission  or  ad- 
judication of  the  defendant's  wrong;  and  Third — ^inadequacy 
of  a  remedy  at  law.     Neither  of  these  conditions  are  opera- 
tive in  the  present  case ;  for  both  the  right  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  wrong  of  the  defendants  are  explicitly  denied,  and 
in  fact,  docisively  disproved ;  moreover,  it  is  plain  the  com- 
plainani;   lias  an  ample  remedy  in  an  action  of  damages  at 
law,    and   his    mere  denial   of   the    inadequacy  of   legal 
remedy  avails  nothing  when  he  shows  no  fact  indicative  of 
irreparable  injury,  and  the  court  sees  he  has  abundant  redress 
in  an  action  for   damages.     If  the  trespass  amount  to  an 
actual  ouster,  it  is  remediable  by  ejectment;  if  it  falls  short 
of    ouster,   then   by    trespass;    and   in    neither   of    these 
cases  will  an  injunction  lie  {Thomas  agt.  Oakley,  18  Veset/j 
184).     There  must  be  some  special  equity  in  the  case  so  as 
to  bring  the  injunction  under  the  bead  of  quieting  posses- 
sion, or  preventing  irreparable  injury,  or  inadequacy  of 
compensation  in   damages   {Livingston  agt.   Livingston^   6 
Johns.,  Ch,  B.y  497).     That  an  injunction  will  not  issue 
when  the  injury   is  remediable   by  damages   see  Marshall 
agt.  Peters,  (12  How.,  2 18) ;  and  it  well  establishes  that  it 
will  not  issue  to  restrain  an  apprehended  trespass  {Mayor' of 
New   York  agt.  Conover,  5  Ahb.).     The  allegation  in  the 
complaint  of  the  destruction  and  removal  of  the  plaintiff^'s 
personal  property  raises  no  equity  for  an  injunction;  since 
these  are  injuries  for  which  an  obvious  and  adequate  remedy 
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may  be  had  at  law  by  an  action  of  trover,  replevin,  or  tren- 
pass.  A  bill  of  injunction  may  be  dismissed  on  motion 
without  an  answer,  for  want  of  equity,  on  its  face  {CrandaU 
agt.  Woods,  4  Culi.,  449.) 

It  being  obvious  therefore,  on  the  face  of  the  complaint 
that  the  plaintiff*  is  not  entitled  to  injunctive  relief,  as  a 
part  of  the  final  judgment  in  the  case,  there  is  no  authority 
to  issue  or  uphold  an  interim  injunction.  On  this  point  the 
language  of  sub.  1,  sec,  219  of  Code,  is  explicit  and  per- 
emptory. "  Where  it  shall  appear  by  the  complaint  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded^  and  such  relief 
consists  in  a  final  injunction,"  &c.  The  plaintiff's  own 
statement  of  her  case  postively  discredits  her  claim  to  in- 
junctive relief. 

In  a  certain  sense  an  interlocutory  injunction  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court ;  yet  the  discretion  is  not  arbitrary  or 
capricious  but  is  regulated  by  well  established  and  familiar 
rules  of  practice.  A  preliminary  injunction  should  not  be 
granted  unless  the  injury  is  pressing  and  delay  dangerous. 
A  clear  right,  free  trom  reasonable  doubt,  must  be  shown  to 
authorise  a  preliminary  interference  of  the  court. 

In  the  present  case,  the  right  is  not  only  denied  but  posi- 
tively disproved,  and  it  is  an  almost  universal  practice  to 
dissolve  the  injunction,  where  the  answer  fully  denies  all 
circumstances  upon  which  the  equity  of  the  bill  is  founded. 
(Hoffman  agt.  Livingston  1  Johns.  Ch.,  jR.  211.)  In  the  present 
case,  not  only  is  the  equity  of  the  bill  explicitly  denied, 
but,  in  fact,  all  the  right  and  all  the  equity  are  with  the  de* 
fendants. 

They  are  in  the  legal  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the 
building,  and  the  plaintiff  is  a  mere  trespasser,  without  a 
shadow  of  title.  Never  before  did  an  intruder  seek,  much 
less  obtain,  the  equitable  interposition  of  the  court  to  up- 
hold him  in  his  wrongful  entry.  The  injunction  order  should 
be  dissolved. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Warrbk    a.  Hall,    appellant    agt.    Habvet   M.  Hall, 

respondent. 

The  court  cannot  reqnire  a  plaintiff  to  give  a  name  to  the  action.  If  he  states  facte 
in  his  eompliunt,  which  wonld  be  proper  in  an  action  for  a  tpecifie  perfi>rmamfCej  and 
a  portion  of  those  fsMtB  woold  be  proper  in  an  action  for  partition,  the  couft  cannot 
reqnire  him  to  elect  which  action  he  will  prosecute. 

The  plaintiff  may  demand  an^kind  of  reliefs  to  which  he  supposes  himself  entitled ; 
and  he  is  not  confined  to  one  kind  of  relief.  The  defendant  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the ^/brm  of  the  relief  demanded. 

Where  the  facts  stated  may  constitute  one  of  two  actions,  which  of  the  two  is  the 
proper  one,  is  to  be  determined  on  the  triaL 

Erie  General  Term^  May,  1869. 

Marvin,  P.  J.,  Lamont  and  Barker,  J.  J. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  granting  the  motion 
of  the  defendant,  that  plaintiff  elect  the  action  to  be  prose- 
cuted. It  appears  from  the  complaint,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
seized  in  fee  of  two  tenths  of  certain  parcels  of  land  des- 
cribed in  the  complaint,  and  that  the  defendant  is  so  seized  * 
of  eight  tenths.  .  It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  that  the 
plaintiff  made  a  verbal  contract  with  the  defendant,  to  pur- 
chase his  eight  tenths  of  the  premises, and  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plaintiff  entered  into 
possession  of  the  premises  and  is  still  in  possession,  that  he 
has  had  a  part  of  the  consideration  and  is  ready  and  willing 
to  pay  the  rest  as  agreed.  That  he  has  made  some  improve- 
ments, &c.,  &c.  In  short,  the  complaint  is  voluminous, 
stating  many  facts  and  circumstances  intended  to  make  a 
case  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  a  judgment  for  the  specific 
performance  of  the  parol  agreement.  The  plaintiff  prays 
judgment  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  or  that 

the  premises  be  divided  between  the  parties  in  the  propor- 
VoL.  XXXVUL  7 
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tioQ  of  their  respective  interest  therein.     An  injunction  is 
prayed  for. 

William  C.  Johnson,  for  plaintiff* 
S.  S.  BooEBS,  for  defendant 

By  the  Court. — Marvin  J.     The"  counsel  for  the  defenr' 
ant  supposes  that  two  inconsistent   causes  of   action  are 
blended  in  one  count  in  the  complaint. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists  that  the  action  is  for 
specific  performance  of  the  parol  contract.  The  intention 
as  shown  by  the  complaint,  is  undoubtedly  to  litigate  the 
question  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  to  a  judgment  for  a 
specific  performance  of  the  parol  contract  set  forth  in  the 
complaint. 

The  tacts  neccessary  to  show  a  right  for  partition,  (viz. 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  are  seized  in  fee  of  the  prem- 
ises in  the  proportions  of  two  and  eight,)  are  stated  and  many 
facts  not  neccesary  in  an  action  for  partition. 

Now  I  do  not  understand  that  the  court  can  require  the 
the  plaintiff  to  give  a  name  to  the  action.  He  states  facts 
proper  in  an  action  for  a  speciffc  performance,  and  a  portion 
of  those  facts  would  be  proper  in  an  action  for  partition.  A 
trial  is  the  judicial  examination  of  the  issues  between  the 
parties  whether  of  law  or  fact,  (Code  §  252.)  These  issues  are 
made  by  the  pleadings,  allegations  of  facts,  and  denials  or 
admission  of  the  facts  by  a  demurrer. 

The  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  is  to  demand  the  relief  to 
which  he  supposes  he  is  entitled,  but  this  demand  constin 
tutes  no  part  of  the  issues  to  be  tried.  If  there  is  no  an- 
swer to  the  complaint,  the  relief  granted  cannot  exceed  the 
demand,  but  in  other  cases  the  court  may  grant  the  plain- 
tiff any  relief  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  com- 
plaint and  embraced  within  the  issue,  ( Code  §  276.)  In  my 
opinion  the  motion  in  this  case  should  not  have  been  granted 
at  the  special  term.     I  see  no  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  de- 
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manding  any  kind  of  relief  to  which  he  supposed  himself  en- 
titled, and  he  is  not  confined  to  one  kind  of  relief.  I 
do  not  see  that  the  defendant  has  anything  to  do  with  the 
form  of  the  relief  denaanded.  He  cannot  demur  to  the 
relief.  If  he  fails  to  answer,  his  rights  are  protected  by 
the  provision  that  the  relief  granted  is  not  to  exceed  the  de- 
mand in  the  complaint ;  if  the  defendant  answers,  then  the 
form  of  the  demand  is  quite  unimportant,  as  the  court  may 
then  grant  any  relief  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the 
complaint,  and  embraced  within  the  issue. 

This  is  not  the  case  of  two  actions  improperly  joined  m 
the  complaint,  but  a  case  where  the  facts  stated  may  con- 
stitute one  of  two  actions,  and  which  of  the  two  is  to  be 
determined  upon  the  trial.  Regarding  the  action  as  for  a  par- 
tition, then  there  is  much  surplusage  and  immaterial  mat- 
ter in  the  complaint,  and  the  remedy  for  this,  would  be  a 
motion  to  strike  out  under  the  160th  section  of  the  Code. 

Regarding  the  action  as  for  the  specific  performance  then 
there  is  perhaps  little  or  no  immaterial  matter  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  with  $10 
costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

WiLLiAK  R.  Cabnes,  respoDdent  agt.  Geobge  W.  Plait, 

appellant. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed,  is  essential  to  its  effect ;  and  that  effect  is  detennined  not  hj 
the  nominal  date,  bnt  by  the  legal  deliyery  of  the  conveyance.  And  acc^tanee 
by  the  grantee  is  indispensable  to  an  effective  delivery.  An  absolate  acceptance  by 
»  dnly  authorized  agent  may  operate  as  a  good  delivery  to  the  grantee. 

Where  the  circumstances  are  undisputed,  delivery  or  no  delivery  is  a  question  for 
the  Amrt 

The  office  of  a  jury  is  to  find  facts  upon  ocmfiiUing  evidence.  If  there  is  no  dispute 
and  'the  proof  is  clear,  then  it  is  tbe  duty  of  the  court  to  apply  the  law  and  pro- 
nounce judgment.  And  even  where  the  evidence  is  not  wholly  on  one  side,  yet 
if  a  verdict  would  be  set  aside  as  being  against  the  dear  weight  of  the  evidence, 
the  court  should  direct  the  verdict. 

It  is  an  elementary  rule,  which  forbids  a  man  to  insist,  at  different  times,  on  the 
truth  of  each  of  two  conflicting  allegations,  according  to  tbe  promptings  of  his 
private  interest. 

General  Termy  March^  1869, 

The  action  was  to  recover  possession  of  certain  real  prop- 
erty in  this  city. 

Upon  a  former  trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  which  upon  appeal  was  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

On  the  new  trial,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence,  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  made  the  following  requests : 

First — To  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  clear,  upon  the  uncontradicted  evidence 
m  the  case,  that  the  deed  to  Charles  W.  Houghton  to  Charles 
L.  Anthony,  covering  the  premises  in  question,  was  deliv- 
ered, and  the  title  thereby  passed  from  said  Houghton  to 
said  Anthony,  before  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  Merchants'  Bank. 

Second — If  the  foregoing  request  should  be  denied,  then, 


I 


I 


KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  IQl 

Carnes  agt  Piatt. 

to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question,  whether  Charles  W. 
Houghton  handed  the  deed  aforesaid  to  Wetmore  with  in 
tent  to  deliver  the  same  as  his  deed  for  the  use  of  Anthony- 

Third — Whether  Wetmore  had  authority  as  agent  for 
Anthony  ^o  accept  a  delivery  of  the  deed  at  the  time  it  was 
left  with  him. 

Fourth — ^Whether  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  was  left 
procured  trom  the  Merchants'  Bank  for  the  benefit  and  on 
behalf  of  the  said  Charles  W.  Houghton,  or  in  collusion 
vrith  him  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  same  as  a  lien 
upon  the  premises  in  question. 

The  justice  refused  each  of  such  requests,  and  refused  to 
submit  any  question  to  the  jury  ;  to  which  refusals,  and  to 
each  of  them,  the  defendants'  counsel  excepted.      • 

The  justice  thereupon  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  pluintiif,  for  an  estate  for  his  life  in  the  premises 
described  in  the  complaint,  with  a  right  to  the  present  pos- 
session, to  which  direction  the  defendant's  counsel  duly  ex- 
cepted. 

The  jury  thereupon  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  in 
accordance  with  the  above  direction. 

The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment. 

Daniel  T.  Waldbn,  far  plaintiff,  respondent 
James  C.  Carter,  for  defendant,  appellant. 

By  the  Courts  McCunn,  J.  The  appeal  presents  but  a  sin- 
gle issue  for  decision  in  this  court ;  and  that  is,  was  the 
conveyance  from  Houghton  to  Anthony  of  the  premises  in 
cuhtroversy,  delivered  before  the  10th  of  August,  1854,  the 
date  of  record  of  the  judgment  of  the  Merchants?  Bank  of 
Boston  agt.  Charles  W.  Houghton  f  If  the  docketing  of 
the  judgment  be  prior  to  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  then  the 
title  of  the  respondent  is  indefeasible.  If  the  delivery  of 
the  deed  were  prior  to  the  record  of  the  judgment,  then  the 
appellant  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial. 
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The  delivery  is  essential  to  the  effect  of  a  deed ;  and  that 
effect  is  determined  not  by  the  nominal  date,  but  by  the 
legal  delivery  of  the  conveyance. 

And;  when  the  circumstances  are  undisputed,  delivery  or 
no  delivery  is  a  question  for  the  court. 

On  the  uncontroverted  facts  of  this  case,  I  infer,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  there  was  no  delivery  of  the  deed  from  Hough- 
ton to  Anthony  previous  to  the  docketing  of  the  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  bank. 

Acceptance  by  the  grantee  is  indispensable  to  an  effective 
delivery.  An  absolute  acceptance  by  an  agent,  may  oper- 
ate a  good  delivery  to  the  grantee.  But,  in  the  first  place, 
it  is  apparent,  on  the  face  of  the  transaction,  that  Wetmore 
was  the  <igent  of  Anthony  to  examine  the  title,  and  for  no 
other  purpose ;  and,  secondly,  that  he  did  not  in  fact  assume 
to  accept  the  conveyance.  He  held  it  until  the  return  of 
Anthony  to  the  city;  and  the  judgment  having  been  meao'- 
while  recovered  and  docketed  against  the  grantor,  Mr. 
Anthony,  the  grantee,  then  declined  to  accept  the  deed. 
Acceptance  of  a  beneficial  conveyance  may  be  presumed ; 
.  but  the  presumption  in  this  case  is  repelled  by  the  positive 
refusal  of  Anthony. 

By  reason  of  the  cloud  on  Houghton's  title,  arising  from 
the  judgment,  Anthony  refused  to  consummate  the  arrange- 
ment of  which  the  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  deed 
were  essential  conditions ;  and  by  the  abandonment  of  the 
whole  arrangement  by  Anthony,  the  conveyance  necessarily 
became  a  nullity.  The  consideration  of  the  conveyance 
was  the  release  by  Anthony  of  an  attachment  on  Hough- 
ton's property ;  but  on  discovery  of  the  cloud  upon  Hough- 
title,  Anthony  proceeded  to  enforce  his  attachment.  Here 
is  the  strongest  possible  evidence  of  rejection  of  the  deed 
by  Anthony,  and  neither  he  nor  his  privies  can  now  be 
heard  in  a  court  of  justice  to  assert  the  operative  effect  of 
the  repudiated  conveyance. 

It  is  an  elementary  rule,  which  forbids  a  man  to  blow  hot 
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and  cold  with  reference  to  the  same  transaction — ^to  insist 
at  different  times  on  the  truth  of  each  of  two  conflicting 
allegations^  according  to  the  promptings  of  his  private  inter- 
est (Broom^s  Legal  MaocimSj  Aih  ed,,  169.) 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below,  finds  support  as  well 
in  technical  law  as  in  substantial  justice. 

MoNELL,  J. — The  new  trial  of  this  action  was  upon  sub- 
stantially the  same  evidence  as  was  given  upon  the  first 
trial.  The  only  difference  claimed  by  the  appellant's  coun- 
sel is  in  respect  to  the  consideration  of  the  deed  from  An- 
thony to  Edwin  and  Elijah  Houghton,  and  the  considera- 
tion of  the  mortgage  to  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  first  trial,  it  seems  to  me,  the  charge  to  the 
jury  must  be  deemed  to  have  assumed  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient proof  of  a  delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  defendant,  and 
the  jury  were  instructed  that  if  they  found  either  that  it 
-was  agreed  upon  between  Anthony  and  Charles  Houghton 
to  take  the  property  in  question  and  release  the  Rhode 
Island  property,  or  that  the  purchase  of  the  judgment  in 
Boston  was  only  made  for  the  benefit  of  Houghton,  they 
should  find  for  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  appeal,  the  charge  was  held  to  be  erroneous, 
not  for  assumming  that  there  had  been  a  delivery  of  the 
deed  to  Anthony  prior  to  the  title  acquired  by  the  plaintiff 
(  which  the  learned  justice  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  would  not  admit  had  been  assumed^,  but  for  assum- 
ing that  t'ue  mere  making  of  the  agreement  between  An- 
thony and  Charles  Houghton  transferred  the  legal  title  to 
Anthony,  Nevertheless,  I  think  the  question  of  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  deed  to  Anthony  was  involved,  and  it  required, 
as  it  certainly  did  receive,  an  examination  of  all  the  evi- 
dence touching  such  alleged  delivery  ;  and,  as  the  court  then 
distinctly  decided  that  point,   it  is  res  judicata. 

The  questions  then  examined  were  whether  the  leaving 
the  deed  with  Wetmore  was  a  delivery  thereof  by  Hough- 
ton, as  his  deed  to  Wetmore  for  the  use  of  Anthony,  with 
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intent  to  pass  the  title  to  Anihony ;  whether  sach  deed  was 
then  accepted  by  Wetmore,  he  being  anthorized  by  Anthony 
to  ficcept  it  for  him  ;  and  whether  there  was  any  such  ac- 
ceptance by  Anthony  in  September  as  would  relate  back  to 
the  day  of  the  leaving  the  deed  with  Wetmore,  and  cut  off 
intervening  rights  ? 

Upon  these  several  questions  the  court  examined  all  the 
evidence,  and  decided  that  they  must  be  answered  in  the 
negative. 

There  was  nothing,  therefore,  on  the  second  trial  for  the 
jury  to  pass  upon,  so  far  as  related  to  the  delivery  of  the 
deed  to  the  defendant,  unless  as  is  now  claimed  by  the  ap- 
pellant's counsel,  the  question  of  delivery  was  so  entirely  a 
question  of  factj  that  it  could  not  correctly  be  taken  from 
the  jury. 

The  office  of  a  jury  is  to  find  facts  upon  conflicting  evi- 
dence. If  there  is  no  dispute  and  the  proof  is  clear, 
then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  apply  the  law  and  pro-- 
nounce  judgment.  And  even  where  the  evidence  is  not 
wholly  on  one  side,  yet  if  a  verdict  would  be  set  aside  as 
being  against  the  clear  weight  of  the  evidence,  the  court 
should  direct  the  verdict. 

In  this  case,  there  was  not  any  dispute  or  conflict  in  the 
evidence  establishing  the  facts  constituting  what  was 
claimed  to  be  a  delivery  of  the  deed  to  Anthony ;  and  the 
court  had  the  right,  and  it  was  its  dnty,  to  say  which  of 
the  parties,  upon  such  undisputed  facts,  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict  from  the  jury.  And  the  learned  justice  following, 
as  he  was  bound  to  do,  the  decision  of  the  general  term, 
held  the  facts  insufficient'to  constitute  a  legal  delivery. 

I  do  not  find  anything  in  this  case  which  takes  it  out  of 
the  ordinary  rule  regulating  trials  by  jury ;  and  the  only  dis- 
tinction which  was  attempted  to  be  taken,  was  that  the 
alleged  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  deed,  was  a. question 
of  '^inicnt,^^  and  thorefon*  sshould  have  been  determined  by 
the  jury.     But  I  cannot  admit  there  is  any  such  distinction. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS,       105 


Carnes  agt  Piatt 


If  the  facts  and  circumstances  are  such  as  to  repel  a  pre- 
sumption of  an  intention  to  deliver  and  accept,  and  the 
only  conclusion  which  could  legitimately  be  reached  is, 
that  there  could  not  have  been  an  intention  to  deliver 
or  accept,  then  it  cannot  be  said  there  was  any  conflict, 
or  that  the  jury  .should  pass  upon  the  question. 

Under  the  statue  relating  to  fraudulent  conveyances, 
where  fraud  is  made  a  question  of  "/oo^,"  it  has  been  de- 
cided (  Oriswold  agt.  Sheldotiy  4:  N.  Y.68L)  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  non-suit^  where  the  conveyance,  under 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed,  appeared  upon  its  face  to  be 
fraudulent.  To  the  same  effect  is  EdgeU  agt.  Hart^  (9  N.  Y. 
213,)  in  which  a  chattel  mortgage  was  attacked  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  and  it  was  there  said,  if  the  facts  are  un- 
disputed ,the  court  should  direct  the  judgment;  and  a  non- 
suit was  sustained.  And  in  Butherson  agt.  Jozies  (Zf.,  <£;  Z)., 
R  Lalor  171),  it  is  said,  that  although  the  inference  is  one 
to  be  drawn  by  the  jury ;  yet  where  the  weight  of  the 
proof  is  so  decisive,  that  if  the  jury  had  found  against  it  a 
new  trial  would  be  granted,  it  need  not  be  left  to  them. 
That  case  involved  a  question  of  delivery  of  a  deed. 

None  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  appellants's  counsel  reach 
the  point  I  am  considering;  nor  am  I  aware  of  any  case  or 
principle  which  renders  a  question  of  intent  so  purely  and 
exclusively  a  question  for  the  jury,  that  the  court  cannot 
take  it  from  them. 

In  this  case,  thererore,  as  this  court  has  held  upon  the 
same  facts  that  there  had  not  been  a  delivery  of  the  deed 
to  Anthony  prior  to  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  against 
Houghton,  it  wonld  have  been  error  to  have  left  the  ques- 
tion of  delivery  to  the  jury. 

The  appellant's  counsel  requested  the  judge  below  to 
submit  to  the  jury  whether  the  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment was  procured  from  the  Merchants'  Bank  for  the  bene- 
fit and  in  behalf  of  Houghton,  or  in  collusion  with  him,  for 
purpose  of  enforcing  it  as  a  lien  upon  the  premises. 
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There  was  no  attack  made  upon  the  judgment.  That 
must  have  been  conceded  to  have  been  valid  ;  and  I  do  not, 
therefore,  see  in  what  manner  the  allegation  of  obtaining 
the  assignment  of  a  good  judgment  for  a  small  or  inade- 
quate consideration,  can  be  stronger  now  than  it  was  then. 

I  have  not  found  any  evidence  showing  that  the  purchase 
of  the  judgment  was  made  for  Houghton,  or  that  he  had 
any  beneficial  interest  in  the  purchase.  Mrs.  Carnes  paid 
the  consideration,  whatever  it  was,  and  however  much  her 
husband  may  have  desired  to  befriend  or  assist  Houghton, 
there  was  nothing  shown  in  the  transaction  of  any  collu- 
sions or  fraud  between  them,  which  could  in  any  way  effect 
or  impair  the  rights  of  the  assignee.  If  the  bank  was  im- 
posed upon  or  overreached,  it  alone  can  complain.  It 
would  not,  most  certainly,  invalidate  a  title  obtained  under 
the  assigned  judgment;  nor  would  it  authorise  a  preference 
to  be  given  to  either  subsequent  grantees  or  creditors.  At 
any  rate,  the  evidence  fell  much  short  of  showing  that  the 
judgment  was  assigned  only  nominally  to  Mrs.  Carnes,  and 
really  to  Houghton,  so  as  to  authorise  a.  finding  that  the 
latter  was  the  real  owner  of  the  judgment.  Anything 
short  of  such  evidence  would  not  support  the  allegations  in 
the  answer  to  which  the  proof  was  directed. 

I  have  noticed  all  the  reqtiests  to  submit  questions  to  the 
jury,  and  no  claim  can  now  be  made  that  there  were  others 
which  ought  to  have  been  submitted. 

I  am  satisfied  there  was  no  error  committed  at  the  trial, 
and  that  we  should  affirm  the  judgment. 
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HERKIMER  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  M.  Houghton^  respondent  agt.  Delos  M.  Ejsnyon, 

appellant. 


It  was  the  intentioD  of  the  law,  allowing  appeals  from  jnatice's  coarts  to  the  county 
court,  "when  the  amount  of  the  claim  or  claims  for  which  judgment  was 
demanded  by  either  party  in  his  pleadings  in  the  court  below  shall  exceed  fifty 
dollars,"  not  to  allow  either  party  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  unless  judgment 
for  a  sum  exceediug  fifty  dollars  is  demanded,  in  a  proper  case^  in  good  faith. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  in  a  justice's  court,  claiming  less  than  $50  damages,  the 
defendant  has  a  right  to  draw  his  answer  in  such  a  manner  as  to  have  a  new  trial 
in  the  county  court,  in  the  event  of  his  being  unsuccessful  in  the  court  below,  pro- 
wUd^  his  defenses  are  not  sham  or  false,  and  are  pleaded  in  good  faith,  and  a>« 
proper  defenses  to  the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint. 

Where  the  plaintiff  succeeds  before  the  justice  on  the  trial  of  an, issue  of  geneml 
denial  in  recovering  judgment  for  the  amount  of  his  claim — ^being  less  than  $50: 
And  the  defendant  appeals  for  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  upon  other  defeuBcs 
interposed,  claiming  a  judgment  of  over  $50.  and  such  defenses  are  clearly  sham 
and  false,  they  will  be  stricken  out  by  the  county  court,  on  motion,  and  the  appeal 
ordered  to  be  heard  by  arguToenty  upon  the  justice's  return. 


June  Term,  1869. 

Hocghton  brought  an  action  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  trover,  for  the  conversion  of  a  case  of  boots,  alleged  to 
have  been  delivered  to  the  defendant  through  a  mistake,  and 
which  the  defendant  converted  to  his  own  use,  and  demanded 
judgment  in  his  complaint  for  $33.  The  defendant  in  his 
answer,  set  up  three  defenses,  as  follows : 

First — ^A  general  denial.  Second — An  offset  of  an 
account  against  the  plaintiff  claiming  a  balance  due  him  of 
$67,  for  which  he  demanded  judgment ;  and  Third — That  in 
consequence  of  the  negb'gence  and  carelessness  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  effecting  the  alleged  delivery  of  said  case  of  boots 
the  defendant  sustained  $100  damages,  and  demanded  judg- 
ment for  $167,  and  costs.     On  the  trial,  before  the  justice. 
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the  defendant  offered  no  evidence  under  the  second  and 
third  defenses  in  his  answer. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  before  the  justice,  for  $33. 
The  defendant  appealed  to  this  court  and  demanded  a  new 
trial. 

The  plaintiff  now  makes  a  motion  to  strike  out  the 
second  and  third  defenses  in  the  answer,  as  sham  ai^d  false; 
each  party  submitting  affidavits  in  support  of  their  respective 
allegations. 

J.  A.  Steele,  for  the  motion. 

Thos.  Richardson  &  J.  J.  Duddlbston,  opposed. 

Amos  H.  Prescott,  C.  J., — ^It  is  conceded  by  the  coun- 
sel that  this  motion  is  properly  made  at  this  time,  and  that 
this  court  has  full  authority  and  power,  upon  this  motion, 
to  determine  the  questions  involved  upon  the  merits.  Prom 
the  return  of  the  justice,  it  appears  that,  on  the  trial  in  the 
court  below,  the  case  was  closely  contested,  and  by  able 
counsel,  the  main  question  lititgated  oefore  the  justice,  was, 
as  to  whether  the  defendant  did  actually  recieve  the  case  of 
boots. 

The  defendant  offered  no  evidence  under  the  second  and 
third  defenses  pleaded  in  his  answer.  This  bears  some- 
what upon  the  question  of  good  faith,  though  it  is  not  very 
material. 

The  defendant's  attorney,  before  the  justice  and  in  this 
court,  swears,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  joining  of  the  issue, 
he  told  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  that  the  defendant  would 
claim  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court.  It  seems  then 
quite  clear,  that  the  intention  and  the  object  of  the  defen- 
dant was,  to  draw  his  answer  in  such  a  manner  as  to  have 
a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  in  the  event  of  his  being 
unsuccessful  in  the  court  below.  This  he  had  a  right  to  do, 
provided  his  defenses  were  not  sham  or  false,  and  were 
pleaded  in  good  faith  ;  and  provided  also  that  the  defenses 
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"were,  or  that  either  of  them  was^  a  pioper  defense  to  the 
cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint. 

This  court  can  on  this  motion^  only  look  to  the  return  of 
the  justice  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  the  issue 
waSy  that  was  joined  in  the  court  below. 

The  complaint  is  clearly  one  sounding  in  tort ;  hence  no 
set-off  could  be  pleaded  or  allowed^  and  no  evidence  coUld 
have  been  legally  given  under  the  second  defense,  if  it  had 
been  offered  in  the  court  below,  ( if  the  same  had  been  ob- 
jected to.)  It  follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  the  second 
defense  is  sham  because  no  such  defense  could  be  legally 
interposed. 

In  regard  to  the  third  defense,  it  clearly  is  both  false  and 
sham.  The  defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to  recieve 
the  case  of  boots  ;  and,  on  the  trial,  he  testified  he  did  not 
recieve  them;  and  if  he  recieved  the'same  under  nnistake, 
all  he  had  to  do  was  to  notify  the  plaintiff  to  take  the  prop- 
erty away.  He  certainly  could  not  be  injured  if  the  plain- 
tiff was  negligent  and  careless  in  effecting  the  delivery,  be- 
cause the  property  was  not  his,  and  the  answer  does  not 
claim,  in  any  manner,  to  set  up  a  defense  that  the  property 
had  been  injured  at  any  time  by  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
fendant was  liable  only  for  the  value  of  the  property  at  and 
after  the  time  it  came  into  his  possession.  The  defendant 
cannot  say  after  recieying  and  converting  the  property  of  a 
stranger,  he  has  been  damaged  by  his  own  unauthorized 
acts. 

The  legislative  power  has  several  times  amended  the  law 
relating  to  appeals  from  justice's  courts.  It  is  now  provided 
that  a  party  can  have  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court, 
''when  the  amount  of  the  claim  or  claims  for  which  judg- 
ment was  demanded  by  either  party  in  his  pleadings  in  the 
court  below  shall  exceed  fifty  dollars.  This  court  is  not 
compelled  to  try  a  case  over  because  a  defendant  or  a  plain- 
tiff, may,  at  the  joining  of  the  issue,  see  fit  to  put  in  a 
pleading  which  is   entirely  foreign  to  the  case^  and  under 
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which  no  evidence  could  be  given.  To  hold  that  such  a 
course  of  practice  is  regular,  would  substantially  amount  to 
the  giving  either  of  the  parties  a  new  trial  in  the  county 
court  in  all  cases  where  it  was  desired  by  either  partiy  ; 
while  it  clearly  is  the  intention  of  the  law  not  to  allow 
either  party  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  unless  judg- 
ment for  a  sum  exceeding  fifty  dollars  is  demanded,  in  a 
proper  case,  in  good  faith 

In  the  case  of  FuUer  agt.  Brierly.  36  How.  47,  the  plead- 
ings were  correct  in  substance.  The  ans^^er  of  the  de: 
fendant  was  in  all  respects  regular,  and  such  an  answer  as 
was  proper  in  the  case ;  but  on  the  trial  the  defendant  did 
not  go  into  his  defense,  on  account  of  a  want  of  confidence 
in  the  impartiality  of  the  justice.  The  defendant  appealed, 
and  a  motion  was  made  to  strike  out  the  fifth  count  of  the 
defendant's  answer.  Affidavits  of  its  truth  and  falsity  were 
submitted  on  each  side,  and  the  court  properly  held,  that 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  gave  no  evidence  under  it  was 
insufficient  to  strike  it  out ;  and  that  the  court  would  not 
determine  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  answer  by  affidavits. 

If  the  second  and  third  defenses  in  the  answer  in  this 
case  are  allowed  to  stand  the  case  must  be  retried, 
when  it  is  apparent  that  no  evidence  could  be  given  in  sup- 
port of  either  of  the  said  defenses ;  and  the  effect  would 
be  simply  to  allow  the  defendant  to  litigate  over  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $33  damages. 

The  second  and  third  defenses  must  be  stricken  out; 
but  I  think  that  the  appeal  cannot  be  dismissed  on  this  mo- 
tion. The  case  is  regularily  in  this  court,  and  I  direct  that 
an  order  be  entered  directing  that  it  is  not  a  case  for 
a  new  trial,  and  that  the  appeal  therein  be  heard 
by  argument,  upon  the  justice's  return,  if  the  defendant 
desires  to  have  the  case  reviewed. 

The  sum  of  $7  costs  of  this  motion  is  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
Be  Henbt  Bogebt  &  Robert  D.  Evans. 

A  legiBter  haa  power  to  pass  upon  the  satiefactory  or  miBatisfactory  proof  of  debts 
but  where  a  question  of  law  or  fact  is  raised  in  respect  thereon,  the  same  moat 
be  certified  for  the  decision  of  the  judge  ander  section  4. 

Southern  District  of  New  TorJcj  February,  1869. 

Before  John  Pitch,  Register. 

In  this  case  now  pending  before  me  at  Chambers  of  this 
Court,  the  petitioners  have  been  adjudicated  bankrupts. 
There  are  some  thirty  creditors,  nearly  half  of  whom  have 
proved  their  claims.  Silas  C.  Evans,  of  New  York  City,  a 
brother  of  one  of  the  petitioners  (previous  to  the  first  meeting 
of  creditors),  proved  his  claim  in  due  form,  according  to  law, 
amounting  to  $22,000.  George  Evans  &  Son,  also  proved 
a  claim  amounting  to  about  $9,000.  The  Columbia  Paper 
Company,  of  Springfield,  Mass.,  proved  their  claim  amount- 
ing to  $6,500.  Some  sixteen  other  creditors  also  proved 
their  claims,  thus  placing  them  in  a  majority  in  numbers, 
but  not  in  interest.  Horatio  F.  Averill,  attorney  for  cred- 
itors, filed  an  affidavit  virtually  aUeging  that  the  Silas  C. 
Evans  claim  was  against  Robert  D.  Evans,  and  not  against 
the  estate  of  petitioners. 

It  was  also  alleged  that  the  creditors,  Endus  Evans  & 
Son,  were  respectively  father  and  brother  of  the  petitioner, 
Evans.  The  creditors,  by  their  several  attorneys,  objected 
to  the  claim  of  Silas  C.  Evans,  and  objected  to  his  voting 
on  said  claim,  and  all  the  parties  in  interest  then  present 
consented  to  my  making  an  order  allowing  the  creditor 
Evans  to  give  further  pertinent  evidence  to  substantiate  hi« 
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claim,  the  creditors  being  at  liberty  to  contradict,  contro- 
vert, disprove,  or  reduce  the  amount  of  said  Evans'  claim  ; 
that  I  was  to  pass  upon  the  cause  and  certify  the  same  to 
the  district  court,  and  also  to  adjourn  the  first  meeting  of 
creditors  for  one  week.     I  considered  it  but  justice,  both 
to  the  creditor  Evans,  as  well  as  to  the  remaining  creditors, 
that  there  should  be  no  question  as  to  the  amount  or  valid- 
ity of  the  claim  of  said  Evans,  but  that  the  amount  should 
be  definitely  settled,  and  under  section  22,  received  addi- 
tional evidence.     The  attorney  for  the  creditor  Evans  de- 
sired me  to  pass  upon  the  claim   without   certifying  the 
same  to  the  district  court.      I  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  by  section  22^  the  register,  if  he  shall  see  fit,  may  re- 
ceive evidence  either  for  or  against  the  admission  of  any 
claim,  that  it  is  his  duty  to  do  so,  as  he  ^^  has  ample  auth- 
ority in  the  premises,  and  should  exercise  it  to  prevent  un- 
necessary and  unreasonable  delay."     {In  re  Louis  Hymanj 
36   How.  Pr.  jR.,  p.   282).      As    the    register    has    the 
same  power  as  the  district  judge,    ^'except  that   he  is 
not  empowered  to  commit  for  contempt,  or  to  hear  a  dis- 
puted adjudication  on  any  question  of  the  allowance  of  sus- 
pension of  an  order  of  discharge,"   {Inre  GettlesUm^  1  Bank. 
Beg..  170),   I  consider  that  any  other  practice  would  place 
a  great  amount  of  additional  labor  upon  the  district  judge, 
to  require  him  to  read  and  pass  upon  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  the  proof  of  claims,  would  occupy  much  of  his 
time,  and  that  congress  evidently  intended  that  all  ques- 
tions, except  those  above  excepted,  should  be  decided  by 
the  register,  and  upon  the  proof  taken  under  the  order 
made  by  me,  February  6,  1869,  I  allowed  the  claim  of  the 
said  Evans  at  the  amount  proven,  there  being  no  contra- 
dicting evidence,     I  also  hold  that  it  is  the  better  practice, 
in  cases  where  there  are  a  large  number  of  creditors  having 
small  claims,  and  a  small  number  of  creditors  having  large 
claims,  that  if  any  of  the  claims  are  disputed,  and  there  are 
assets,  that  the  amount  of  any  claim  when  disputed  should 
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be  definitely  fixed  upon  by  receiving  additional  proof^  or 
otherwise^  before  the  election  of  the  assignee. 

In  order  that  they  may  give  a  decision  at  special  term  on 
tbe  question  whether  the  register  may  pass  upon  the  val- 
idity of  the  proofs,  or  certify  them  to  the  court,  I  make 
this  certificate,  not  that  it  is  a  case  where  a  certificate 
should  be  made,  but  that  the  practice  may  be  definitely 
settled. 

Blatchford,  J. — There  is  no  doubt  that  the  register 
has  power,  under  section  22,  to  pass  upon,  the  satisfactory 
or  unsatisfactory  character  of  a  proof  of  debt,  but  in  re- 
spect to  this,  as  to  all  other  matters,  the  duties  and  pow- 
ers of  the  register  are  to  be  exercised  in  subordination  to 
the  provision  of  section  4  of  the  act,  which  requires  that 
in  aU  matters  where  an  issue  of  fact  or  of  law  is  raised  and 
contested  by  any  party  to  the  proceedings  before  the  reg- 
ister, it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  register  to  cause  the  ques- 
tion or  issue  to  be  stated  by  the  opposing  parties  in  writing, 
and  he  shall  adjourn  the  same  into  court  for  decision  by 
the  judges  I  do  not  perceive  from  the  certificate  that  any 
issue  was  raised  and  contested  as  to  the  matter  certified  to 
me.  The  certificate  would  seem  to  be  made  rather  under 
the  first  paragraph  of  section  6  than  under  section  4. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Iba  Emerson,  Claba  E.  EmersoN;  Carrie  Emerson  and 
Katie  B.  Emerson,  infants,  by  George  Clark,  their 
guardian,  respondents  agt.  Ramiro  E.  Spicer,  appellant. 

A  gwvrdvam,  in  tocagt  hat  power  to  tease  the  lands  of  infoaU  hevre,  nntil  they  become 
ot  age.  Bat  the  lease  is  subject  to  be  avoided,  either  by  the  coming  of  age  of  the 
infants  or  by  the  appointment  of  a  general  jf%ardian  for  them. 

The  lessee  is  boand  to  leave  the  premises  npon  the  election  of  the  general  gnardian 
to  terminate  his  tenancy.  And  tiiis  election  may  be  made  by  a  demand  of  possae- 
sion  of  the  premises  or  by  the  commencement  of  an  action  of  ejectment. 

Fifth  Districtj  Oeneral  Term^  October ^  1869. 

Before  Morgan,  Bacon  and  Foster,  Jmtices, 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment. 

One  James  Emerson,  the  father  of  the  infant  plaintiffs  in 
this  action,  died  intestate  on  the  14th  September,  1864. 

At  the  time  of  his  death 'he  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  about 
107  acres  of  land,  upon  which  he  resided.  He  also  owned 
a  large  amount  of  personal  property  of  which  he  died 
seized.  The  plaintiffs  were  his  only  heirs  at  law.  Esther 
B.  Emerson  was  the  mother  of  the  infant  plaintiffs,  and  the 
widow  of  the  said  James  Emerson,  deceased,  and  was  left  in 
possession  of  said  premises,  with  the  said  infant  plaintiffs, 
who  constituted  her  family.  The  dower  of  said  widow  in 
said  lands  was  never  admeasured  or  assigned  to  her.  On 
the  29th  day  of  October,  1864,  the  mother,  Esther  B.  Em- 
erson, was  duly  appointed  administratrix  of  the  goods, 
chattels,  and  credits  of  James  Emerson,  deceased,  and  from 
the  time  of  such  appointment  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  she  had  been  and  was  the  legally  appointed  and 
acting  administratrix  of  said  estate. 

On  the  3l8t  day  of  January,  1866,  Mrs.  Emerson  exe- 
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cuted  to  the  defendant  a  written  lease  of  said  premises  and 
personal  property,  for  the  term  of  three  years  from  April 
1st,  then  following.  The  defendant  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  said  premises  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  lease,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action  was  in 
possession  of  said  premises,  under  said  lease,  and  claimed  a 
right  to  retain  possession  of  the  same  to  the  end  of  his  term 
by  virtue  thereof.  The  mother,  Esther  B.  Emerson,  during 
the  term,  occupied  a  portion  of  the  dweUiug-house  on  said 
premises,  under  said  lease,  and  the  infant  plaintiffs  resided 
with  her,  constituting  her  family,  and  she  received  her  share 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  farm,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  said 
lease,  and  said  products  were  used  for  the  support  of  her 
and  of  plaintiffs.  This  action  was  commenced  to  eject  the 
defendant  from  the  premises,  on  the  23<i  of  April,  1868,  and 
defendant's  term  under  said  lease,  would  not  expire  till 
April  1st,  1869.  The  cause  was  tried  October  IS,  1868, 
before  Justice  Mullin,  without  a  jury,  and  a  judgment  was 
entered  against  the  defendant,  November  18,  1868,  adjudging 
the  defendant  unlawfully  in  possession  of  said  premises,  and 
that  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  immediate  possession  there- 
of, and  to  $106.32  costs  of  the  action.  From  this  judgment 
and  decree,  the  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

Anson  B.  Mooee  and  John  C.  McCartin/ot  AppeUant. 

I.  At  the  time  of  making  the  lease  under  which  the  de- 
fendant occupies  the  premises,  Esther  B.  Emerson,  as  guar* 
dian  in  socage,  had  f-ull  power  and  authority  to  make  it, 
and  it  became  binding  upon  her,  upon  the  infants,  and 
upon  the  lessee.  As  such  guardian  she  had  an  estate  in  the 
lands  which  she  could  convey  to  Spieer  the  lessee.  (Mo- 
Pherson  on  Infancy  25  and  35  ;  Tyhr  on  Infancy  120.) 

n.  The  powers  of  Esther  B.  Emerson  to  act  as  such 
gunrdian  in  socage  are  superseded  where  another  guardian 
shall  be  appointed,  (3  B.  5.,  5  ed,  page  2,  <^  5,  6,  7.)  but 
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this  in  no  respect  aSects  the  acts  of  such  guardian^  done 
when  the  authority  was  unquestioned. 

m.  The  leasing  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants,  repre- 
septed  by  the  guardian  in  socage,  and  it  continued  while 
represented  by  the  guardian,  and  was  absolutely  binding 
upon  the  lessee ;  its  cbntinuance  was  dependent  upon  the 
will  of  the  general  guardian,  he  might  affirm  or  disaffirm. 
The  lease  was  not,  therefore,  void,  but  voidable;  it  was 
not  a  conditional  limitation,  but  a  transfer,  upon  the  con- 
dition that  it  was  not  disaffirmed  by  the  general  guardian  ; 
and  "  where  an  estate  is  expressly  granted  upon  a  condition 
in  deed,  the  law  permits  it  to  endure  beyond  the  time  of  the 
contingency  happening,  unless  the  grantor  takes  advantage 
of  the  breach  of  condition  by  making  entry,  &c.,  {Beach 
agt.  Nixortj  5  8eld.yj^5.) 

IV.  The  lease  not  being  void,  but  depending  upon  a  contin- 
gency, some  act  was  required  to  be  done  by  the  general 
guardian  sufficient  in  law  to  terminate  the  lease,  and  to  release 
the  lessee  from  all  liability  thereon,  and  to  save  his  rights  a^ 
against  his  lessor.  There  should  be  some  proceeding  that 
should  in  a  significant  and  decisive  manner  declare  the /or- 
feiture  of  the  lease  and  assert  the  general  guardian's  rights^ 
{Bowman  agt.  Foot,  1  Law  Beg.  N.  5.,  352). 

The  general  guardian's  option  to  avoid  it,  should  be  ex- 
ercised at  the  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  manner,  ^^and 
above  all  should  be  brought  home  to  the  tenant's  knowledge 
through  some  unequivocal  act  in  order  to  certify  to  him 
that  he  is  absolved  from  the  further  performance  of  a  les^ 
see's  duties." 

y.  There  can  be  no  pretence  that  any  such  act  has  been 
performed  in  this  case.  The  notice  of  the  infants  in  this 
case  is  a  nullity.  The  notice  of  George  Clark  is  made  on 
his  own  behalf,  describing  himself  as  general  guardian.  No 
mention  is  made  of  the  lease.  No  person  to  whom  posses^ 
sion  should  be  delivered,  or  any  reason  stated  for  such  deliv- 
ery.    The  lessee  being  in  possession  under  a  valid  lease  for 
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a  stated  time,  made  by  a  person  having  at  the  time  full 
power  to  make  it,  such  notice  is  ineffectual  for  any  purpose, 
and  does  not  bring  home  ^to  the  knowledge  of  the  tenant 
a  forfeiture  of  the  lease,  that  will  absolve  him  from  its  fur- 
ther performance  on  his  part. 

The  court  below,  therefore  erred  in  deciding: 

1.  That  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  the  infants,  were  entitled 
to  the  immediate  pos^ssion  of  the  premises. 

2.  That  the  defendant  was  unlawfully  in  possession  of 
the  same. 

3.  That  he  unlawfully  held  the  possession  thereof  from 
the  plaintiffs. 

VI.  The  guardian  in  socage  has  power  at  law,  to  lease 
for  a  term  of  years,  which  may  extend  beyond  the  period 
of  his  trust  estate — subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court 
of  equity  to  annul  the  lease  if  unreasonable  or  improvident. 
The  principle  decided  in  Greasofi  agt.  Keteltas^  (17  N.  T., 
491),  sustains  this  proposition.  When  the  lease  in  question 
was  made,  Katie  B.  Emerson,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
eleven  years  of  age.  The  lease  passed  beyond  her  fourteenth 
year  only  from  November  29,  to  April  1st.  So  far  as  she  is 
concerned,  the  act  of  leasing  was  reasonable  and  proper, 
and  so  as  to  the  other  plaintiffs. 

If  the  terms  of  the  lease  were  reasonable  and  provident, 
it  would  work  great  injustice  if  the  general  guardian  were 
at  liberty  to  re-enter  at  any  moment.  The  lessee  is  bound 
by  the  terms  of  the  lease  until  lawful  eviction.  The  gen- 
eral guardian  might  enter  in  the  midist  or  on  the  eve  of  har- 
vest, ^n  act  of  injustice,  to  which  the  lessee  should  not  be 
subjected. 

The  lease  should  be  adjudged  valid,  until  adjudged  in- 
valid, by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  (  Field  agt. 
Schieffelin,  7  J.  C.  jR.,  150 ;  Shopland  agt.  Rylor^  Crooke 
James^  98 ;  The  King  agt.  the  inhabitants  of  Oakey,  10 
Eastj  494.  In  Shopland  agt.  Eyhr  it  is  held  directly,  that 
a  guardian  in  socage  may  lease  for  years. 
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S.  H.  Hammond /or  Bespondent 

I.  The  lease  under  which  the  defendant  entered  and 
claimed,  was  made  by  Esther  B.  Emerson  the  mother  of 
the  infant  plaintiffs  ;  and  if  she  be  deemed  to  have  executed 
the  same  as  guardian  in  socage  under  the  statute,  all  her  au- 
thority to  do  so  was  derived  from,  and  limited  by  3  R.  S., 
5  ed.  page  2,  sections  5,  6  and  7  which  reads  as  follows : 

^  5.  Where  an  estate  in  lands  shall  become  vested  in 
an  infant,  the  guardianship  of  such  infant,  with  the  rights^ 
powers  and  duties  of  a  guardian  in  socage,  shall  belong : 

1.  To  the  father  of  the  infant. 

2.  If  there  be  no  father,  to  the  mother. 

3.  If  there  be   no  father  or  mother,  to  the  nearest  and  ' 
eldest  relation  of  full  age,  &c. 

.  §  6.  To  every  such  guardian,  all  statutory  provisions 
that  are  or  shall  be  in  force  relative  to  guardians  in  socage, 
shall  be  deemed  to  apply, 

§  7.  The  rights  and  authority  of  every  such  gaurdian 
shall  be  superseded  in  all  cases  where  a  testamentary  or 
other  guardian  shall  have  been  appointed  under  the  pro- 
vision of  the  third  title  of  the  eighth  chapter  of  this  act. 
(S  R.  8.,  5   ed.  242.) 

II.  On  the  twelfth  day  of  March,  1868,  upon  the  ap- 
pointment of  George  Clark,  general  guardian,  the  rights 
and  powers  of  the  mother  to  lease  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion ceased  and  all  leases  made  by  her  terminated,  and  she 
and  the  defendant  who  held  under  her,  were  superseded  by 
the  general  guardian.  (3  R.  S.y  6  ed,  p.  2,  §<^  5,  6,  7 ;  2  KenPs 
Com,  288,  247  and  note^  c  ;  Roe  agt.  Hodgson^  2  WiZ.,  129, 
135  ;  Snook  agt.  Sutton,  5  Halzteady  N.  J.,  183 ;  Beecher 
agt.  Grouse,  25  Wend.,  306 ;  Holmes  agt.  Seely,  16  Wend., 
75 ;  Sylvester  agt.  Ralston^  31  Barb.,  286i) 

III.  Esther  B.  Emerson  as  the  widow  of  James  Emerson, 
liad.no  interest  in  the  lands  in  question,  which  she  could 
convey  to  the  defendant.     Her  dower  was  a   mere  chose  in 
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action.  {Lawrence  agt.  MiUer,  2  N.  Y.,  245 ;  Ritchie  et 
oZ.  agt.  Putnamj  13  Wend,^  524;  Siglar  agt.  Fa»  iiip^r, 
10,  Wend.,  414.) 

IV.  It  is  submitted  that  the  defendant  had  no  interest 
in  the  premises  at  the  time  this  action  was  commenced,  and 
no  right  to  the  possession,  or  to  retain  possession  thereof, 
and  that  judgment  was  rightfully  ordered  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 
Decision  and  opinion  of  Mullin  J. 

The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment.  The  mother  was 
guardian  in  socage,  and  as  such  had  power  to  lease  the  lands 
of  her  wards  until  they  became  14  years  of  age,  or  another 
guardian  was  duly  appomted.  {3  B.  S.  5  ed.,p.  2  ^^  5,  6,  7.) 
On  the  appointment  of  another  guardian,  her  power  to 
lease,  and  all  leases  made  by  her,  of  the  ward's  lands  ceased. 
(Sylvester  agt.  Bolston,  31  Barb,,  286 ;  2  Rentes  Com.,  and  note 
f;  Boe  agt.  Hodgson,  2  Wil,  129,  135 ;  Field  agt.  Schieffe- 
lin,  7  J.  C.B.y  150 ;  Holmes  agt.  Seely,  17,  Wend.,  75  ;  Put- 
nam agt.  Bitchie,  6  Paige^  399 ;  Byrne  agt.  Van  Hoes&n,  5 
J.  N.)  It  follows  that  the  lease  of  the  mother  was  valid, 
only  until  Clark  was  appointed  guardian,  and  the  defendant 
is  not  protected  by  it.  Judgment  is  therefore  ordered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, in  fee. 

By  the  Court,  Bacon  J.  The  mother  of  the  infants  was 
guardian  in  socage  of  her  children,  who  were  owners  of  the 
fee,  and  she  had  as  such,  power  to  lease  the  lands  until  they 
should  become  of  age.  The  lease  under  which  the  defendant 
claimed  to  hold,  was  prima  facie  a  valid  instrument,  but  it 
was  subject  to  be  avoided  either  by  the  coming  of  age  of  the 
infants,  or  by  the  appointment  of  another  guardian.  The 
youngest  child  was  not  fourteen  when  this  suit  was  com- 
menced, but  on  the  12th  of  March,  1868,  George  Clark  was 
duly  appointed  guardian  of  the  infants,  and  as  such  on  that 
day  he  demanded  of  the  defendant  a  surrender  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  on  the  23d  of  April,  1868,  comnrenced  this  suit. 
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The  statute  {S  R.  S,j  5  ed,p.  2  sec.  7, )  provides,  that  the 
rights  and  authority  of  every  guardian  iu  socage,  shall  be 
superseded  in  all  cases  where  a  testamentary  or  other 
guardian  shall  have  been  appointed. 

The  question  is,  whether  by  this  appointment  the  lease 
was  absolutely  avoided,  or  was  only  voidable  at  the  elec- 
tion of  the  guardian.  In  JRoe  agt.  Hodgson^  (2  Wihj  129,)  this 
question  was  discussed  without  a  definite  decision ;  but  on  a 
subsequent  day  the  court  unanimously  held  that  the  lease 
was  void,  {p.  135).  It  is  somewhat  singular,  but  this  precise 
question  does  not  seem  to  have  been  passed  upon  in  any  case 
reported  in  this  state,  nor  in  this  country  except  in  the  case  of 
(Snook  agt.  Sutton^  5  Hdl.y  133),  which  holds  that  the  lease  of 
an  infant's  lands,  extending  beyond  the  period  of  fourteen 
years,  is  voidable  provided  the  infant  be  then  entitled  to 
choose  a  guardian,  or  it  may  be  avoided  by  the  guardian 
chosen  by  the  infant.  If  not  absolutely  void  by  the  super- 
sedeas of  the  statute,  the  guardian  is  authorized  to  deter- 
mine the  lease,  and  that  was  done  in  this  case  by  the  notice, 
or  at  all  events  by  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  which 
was  an  express  determination  and  notice  that  the  lease  was 
determined,  and  the  defendant  was  holding  over  without 
right.  The  defendant  took  his  lease  subject  to  this  contin- 
gency, and  was  bound  to  leave  upon  the  election  of  the  guar- 
dian to  terminate  his  tenancy. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed* 
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N.  y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Thomas  Egan  agt.  James  Rooney* 

On  the  aUry  of  judgm/tnU^  the  authority  of  the  oUorMy  for  tiie  defendant  oeases,  and 

he  is  at  hberty  to  employ  another  attorney  in  the  action  withoat  an  order  of 

aabfltitation. 
If  it  is  desired  to  obtain  possession  of  papers  in  the  action  in  the  hands  of  the 

former  attorney,  an  independent  proceeding  against  him  is  necessary. 
Judgment  will  be  opened,  and  the  defendant  let  in  to  defend,  d&o.  on  terms,  wher^ 

he  shows  an  excusable  negleoU 

Special  Termj  October  1869. 

Motion  for  substitution  of  attorney  for  defendant^  and 
to  open  the  judgment   in  this  action  &c. 

A.  H.  Reavey,  for  the^  motion. 

Geo.  Douglass^  &  Mr.  Kent,  opposed. 

Jones  J.  The  authority  of  Mr.  Philip,  in  this  ac- 
tion as  attorney  for  the  defendant  ceased  on  the  entry  of 
the  judgment ;  and  therefore  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  em- 
ploy any  other  attorney  to  take  such  action  in  relation  to 
the  judgment  and  cause  as  he  desired,  without  any  order  of 
substitution.  The  motion  for  substitution  is  therefore  un- 
iieccessary,  and  for  that  reason  is  denied.  If  it  is  designed 
to  obtain  possession  of  papers  now  in  Mr.  Phillips  hands, 
that  must  be  done  by  an  indepennant  proceeding  against 
him. 

From  the  papers  used  on  the  motion,  I  think  defendant 
derived  the  impression  from  his  conversation  with  plaintifi  's 
friends  that  this  action  so  far  as  the  action  itself  was  con- 
cerned was  abandoned  and  that  there  was  no  neccessity  tor 
further  attention  to  it.  The  defualt  then  was  taken 
through  the  excusable  neglect  of  the  defendant. 
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Defendant  must  be  let  la  to  answer  on  payment  of  $10 
costs  of  opposing  this  motion,  the  disbursments  included  in 
the  judgment  roll,  and  the  sherifi's  fees  and  expenses.  The 
judgment  and  levy  if  any  to  stand  as  security.  The  defend- 
ant to  consent  to  a  reference  to  a  referee  to  be  named  by 
the  court  if  the  plaintiflf  deserves  it.  Answer  to  be  put  in  in 
ten  days.  If  there  is  a  levy,  and  defendant  desires  to  have 
it  removed,  he  may  do  so  by  bringing  the  amount  of  plain- 
tifi  's  claim  and  SlOO  into  court,  to  the  credit  of  this  action 
to  abide  the  event  thereof,  the  same  to  be  applied  on  motion 
of  plafntiff  on  notice  to  defendant  to  the  payment  of  any 
judgment  the  plaintiff  may  recover  herein,  and  the  surplus 
to  be  repaid  to  the  defendant. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  D.  Schebmebhorn,  respondent  agt.  Charles  Burgess 

and  others^  appellants. 


It  teemt  that  where  a  IT  8.  reoeime  stamp  is  left  off  ol  an  inBtrament  by  mistake, 
withoak  any  intention  to  evade  the  proTiaioiiB  of  the  acts  of  congress,  not  only  is 
the  instniment  not  void,  bat  it  may  be  read  in  evidence  tntlout  any  stamp.  ( This  is 
adverse  to  Beebe  agt  BuUony  47  Barb.,  187.) 

Where  a  stamp  has  been  left  off  of  an  instniment  by  mistake,  application  to  the  col- 
lector to  allow  the  stamp  to  be  affixed,  and  to  remit  the  penalty,  may  be  made  not 
only  Dy  the  person  or  persons  ezecating  the  imttroment — ^the  makers,  but  also  by 
any  person  having  an  interest  therein^  which  in  an  action  npon  a  promissory  note, 
inclndes  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  the  defendant.  ( This  is  adverse  to  Myers  agt 
Smith,  48  Barb.j  614.) 

When  the  application  to  the  collector  is  not  made  by  the  maker  of  the  instrument, 
but  by  another  party  haying  an  interest  therein,  as  payee  or  holder  of  a  note  or 
the  like,  the  '*  proper  district*'  in  which  the  application  is  to  be  made,  is  the  district 
in  which  the  party  making  the  appUcaiion  resideif  although  the  maker  may  reside 
in  another  collection  district 


Seventh  Judicial  District j  General  Temiy  S^temher^  1869. 
Present^  E.  D.  Smith,  Dwight  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

This  was  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  made  by 
Charles  Burgess  and  Closson  P.  Burgess  for  $3,000,  and 
indorsed  by  William  J.  Moses  and  Elon  Sheldon. 

The  makers  appeared  and  answered  by  Thomas  &  Lyon, 
their  attorneys ;  the  indorsers  answered  separately,  claim- 
ing that  the  note  had  been  altered  in  its  date  since  its  in- 
dorsement, whereby  they  were  discharged.  The  case  was 
tried  before  Benoni  Lee,  Esq.,  sole  referee,  who  reported  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  asrainst  the  makers  for  the  full  amount 
of  the  note,  an<l  dismissed  the  complaint  with  costs  as  to 
the  indorsers.     The  makers  appeal. 

The  makers  in  their  answer  set  up  a  defense  in  no  way 
connected  with  the  question  of  stamps  upon  the  note,  and 
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abandoued  the  defense  on  the  trial  which  they  had  set  up 
in  their  answer. 

The  note  when  brought  into  court  was  stamped  with 
the  requisite  amount  of  U.  S.  internal  revenue  stamps  can- 
celed; but  it  turned  out  in  evidence  that  they  were  placed 
thereon  by  direction  of  the  plaintiff^  and  not  the  defend- 
ants. 

The  plaintiff,  who  resides  in  the  23d  collection  district, 
then  procured  the  note  to  be  properly  stamped  by  the  col- 
lector,  and  the  penalty  remitted  on  the  proof  being  fur* 
nished  that  they  were  left  off  inadvertently. 

The  note  was  then  offered  in  evidence,  and  received  with 
indorsements  of  collector. 

The  makers  claimed  the  right  to  amend  their  answer  to 
«et  up  the  defense  that  the  note  was  not  stamped  when 
issued.  This  was  objected  to  by  plaintifi,  but  allowed  by 
the  referee. 

The  defendants  were  sworn  as  witnesses,  and  made  no 
claim  that  the  stamps  were  left  off  with  a  fraudulent  in- 
tent. 

The  referree  reported  that  the  stamps  were  not  left  oflf 
the  note  with  any  intent  to  defraud  the  Government,  or 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  law. 

Thomas  and  Lyon,  attorneys^  and  Geo.  F.  Danforth, 

counsel  for  defendantSy  appellants. 
A.  P.  Smith,  for  plaintiff,  respondent. 

I.  The  referee  had  no  right  to  permit  the  defendants  to 
set  up  the  new  defense,  with  reference  to  the  stamps,  by 
amendment  of  the  answer  upon  the  trial.  The  original 
answers  under  oath  admitted  the  making  of  the  note,  and 
no  issue  over  the  stamps  was  submitted  to  the  referee  for 
trial.  The  referee  had  no  right  to  amend  the  answer  by 
making  a  new  issue  not  submitted  to  him.  (  Woodruff  dLgt. 
Hurson,  32  Barb,  R..  557 ;    Union  Bank  agt.   Mott,  10 


NEW  TOBK  PBAOnOE  REPORTS.  125 


Scbermerhom  agt  Burgess. 


Abb.  Pr.  JR.,  372;  S.  C,  18  How.  Pr.  JB.,  506;  Same 
casBy  11  Ahb.  Pr.  JR.,  46  of  opinion j  E.  D.  Smith,  J ;  Same 
case,  19  Roto.  Pr.  E.,  267 ;  Everett  agt.  Vendryes,  19 
N.  Y.  R.y  489,  Gray.  J.;  Catlin  agt.  Hansen,  1  Duer^ 
309;  Woodruff  agt.  Dickie,  31;  How.  Pr.  JS.,  164,  and 
cases  ;   Fagen  agt.  Davison,  2  Duer,  163). 

It  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  note. nor  offer  it  in  evi*- 
dence,  as  it  was  admitted  by  the  pleadings  as  they  existed 
at  the  time  the  order  of  reference  was  made.  There  is, 
therefore,  no  question  legally  before  the  court. 

n.  The  referee  has  found  as  a  question  of  fact  that  the 
'^  stamp  was  not  omitted  or  left  off  from  said  note  with  the 
intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of  said  act  of  Congress.^'  Tha 
defendants  were  present  when  this  defense  of  want  of  stamps 
oh  the  note  was  insisted  upon,  fl.nd  both  of  them  were  wifrk 
nesses  immedietely  after,  and  yet  neither  swore  that  the 
stamps  were  left  off  with  any  such  intent.  If  a  party  has 
ft  in  his  power  to  prove  a  fact  in  his  favor,  and  does  not^ 
the  presumptions  are  against  him  as  to  that  fact.  (1  Phil^ 
ev.,  Cow.  and  HilPs  notes,  p.  602  ;  1  StcMrJc.  ev.,  34. 

Then  again,  the  law  abhors  and  presumes  against  frauds 
{turning  agt.  Slocum,  18  Johns.,  403;  Bank  of  Silver  Greek 
agt.  Talcott,  22  Barb.,  561  of  opinion ;  Brigham  agt.  Tih 
linghast,  15  Barb.,  620  of  opinion;  Kellogg  agt.  Station,  1 
Kernan,  305  of  opinion.) 

The  indorser,  Moses,  swears  the  stamps  were  not  left  off 
by  him  with  a  fraudulent  intent,  and  the  decision  of  the 
collector  in  remitting  the  penalty,  raises  a  presumption  that 
the  stamps  were  not  fraudulently  left  off. 

Fraud  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  or  referee,  and 
the  decision  of  either  upon  the  question  is  conclusive. 
{Knapp  agt.  Smithy  27  N,  Y.  R.,  277  ;  Mathews  agt.  Bice, 
31  N.  Y.  jB.,  457 ;  Dygert  agt.  Remerschnider,  32  N.  Y.  R., 
629  ;   Booth  agt.  Bunce,  32  K  Y.  R.,  139.) 

The  referee  was  justified  in  his  finding  upon  this  point. 

in.  Notes  and  all  other  contracts  are  as  valid  now  as 
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abandoned  the  defense  or  ^^^''e  tte  ^ 

in  their  answer.  '^^^^  of 

The  note  when  br  V-  ^^^ 

the  requisite  amount 

celed;  but  it  turne  _  \  af!. 

thereon  by  direct'    ^  .gt.  Hoe,  ^^ 

ants.  ^n.   (Mass.)   ^.^  ^o. 

The  plaintiff  •  *i96.) 

then  procure  j  visions  of  the  law,  by  omitting 

lector,  and  ^«»ry  to  affect  the  validity  of  the 

inished  thr  aaving  found  there  was  no  such  intent, 

The  n  arly  within  his  province — ^this  court  should 

indorse  ihe  question  of  the  validity  of  this  note. 

Tb         ,e  law  only  applies  to  courts  of  the  United  States 

«et  1      ^^ed  by  act  of  congress,  and  not  to  state  courts  over 

isp      .  j,  congress  has  no  jurisdiction.      This  has  been   ex- 

f    '  ggiy  decided  in  two  cases  by  the  supreme  court  of  Mas- 

''cbusetts,  just  reported.     {Carpenter  agt.   SneUing^    97 

Mfassachusetts  iZ.,  452  and  note ;  73  TateSj  73) 

The  reasoning  of  those  decisions  is  sound  and  entitled  to 
coosideration,  whether  considered  as  stare  decisis  or  not. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  add  the  stamps,  and 
it  does  not  lie  in  their  mouths  to  allege  their  own  neglect 
in  avoidance  of  their  .own  obligation.  (IfeOovem  agt.  fioe- 
stack,  53  Pennsylvania  State  Reports,  176.) 

v.  But  if  the  court  should  decide  the  foregoing  points 
against  the  respondent,  and  hold  that  this  court  will  pre- 
sume fraud,  and  that  the  finding  of  the  referee  is  not  con- 
clusive, then  we  submit  that  this  note  was  properly 
stamped. 

a.  The  object  of  the  internal  revenue  act  was  to  obtain 
revenue  for  the  support  of  the  government,  and  if  the 
stamp  is  only  upon  the  instrument  when  offered  in  evidence, 
that  is  sufficient — the  object  of  the  statute  has  been  accom 
plished.     This  note  had  the  requisite  stamp  on  before  com 
ing  to  court.    This  is  held  by  all  the  judges  in  the  6th  dis 
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he  may  (as  in  this  case)  procure  it  to  be  done  b^ 
lector  of  his  district.     He  is  "  the  collector  of  revenue  ^ 
proper  district  ^  within  the  provisions  of  the  revenue  ^     '^ 
He  has  jurisdiction  of  the  ^^ party  having  an  interest  t)\^ 
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c.  Any  party  holding  the  note  may  procure  it  to  be 
stamped.  Were  it  not  that  in  the  5th  district  a  judge 
drops  the  remark  that  no  one  but  the  makers  can  procure 
it  to  be  stamped.  (48  Barb.,  636  of  opinion,)  it  would 
seem  that  the  question  was  made  too  plain  by  the  very 
wording  of  the  statute,  to  call  for  any  discussion.  By  a 
careful  analysis  of  that  case  it  will  be  seen  that  it  turned 
upon  another  question,  and  what  the  judge  said  upon  that 
question  was  merely  obiter.  To  say  that  nobody  but  the 
makers  can  procure  notes  to  be  stamped,  is  to  entirely  defeat 
this  provision  of  the  statute.  Take  the  case  at  bar.  Would 
these  defendants,  who  never  thought  of  the  stamp  question 
until  it  was  raised  on  the  trial,  procure  a  $3,000  note  to  be 
stamped  and  rendered  valid  to  save  themselves  from  the 
penalty  of  $50  f  The  question  is  itself  an  answer.  We 
must  presume  that  congress  had  some  object  in  view  in 
providing  against  such  dishonest  defenses  as  this,  and  that 
it  was  not  their  intention  to  say  that  the  men  who  set  up 
the  \^ant  of  the  stamp  as  a  defense,  shall  be  the  only  men 
who  shall  procure  a  collector  to  furnish  evidence  to  defeat 
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that  defense.  CongresB  me^nt  just  what  they  said^  ^^that, 
hereafter,  in  all  cases  where  the  party  has  not  affixed  to  any 
instrument  the  stamp  required  by  law  thereon,  at  the  time 
of  making  or  issuing  said  iastrument,  and  he  or  they,  or  any 
j^arty  having  an  interest  therein,  shall  be  subsequently  de- 
sirous of  affixing  such  stamp  to  said  instrument,  or,  if  said 
instrument  be  lost,  to  a  copy  thereof,  he  or  they  shall  ap- 
pear before  the  collector  of  revenue  of  the  proper  district; 
*  *  *  and  the  same  shaU  thereupon  be  deemed  and  held  to 
be  as  valid  to  aU  intents  and  purposes  as  if  stamped  when 
made  or  issued.^  (U.  S.  Int.  Bev.  Z.,  1866,  i?.  110,  ^  204 
issued  by  Government). 

All  the  decisions,  except  the  above,  are  in  harmony  with 
the  language  of  this  section.  (Beebe  agt.  Hutton,  47  Barb.j 
]  94  of  opinion ;  Vaii  agt.  Knapp^  49  Barb.y  299. — {Feb. 
1867). 

In  this  last  case  the  collector  placed  the  stamp  on  the 
mortgages  at  the  request  of  the  mortgagees,  after  the  prqp^ 
erty  had  been  aUachedj  and  the  court  says :  '^  I  am  of  opinion 
that  if  any  stamps  were  required,  such  mortgages  were 
properly  stamped  by  said  collector,  and  thereby  rendered 
valid  and  operative  in  this  state  against  the  attaching  cred- 
itor &cJ^ 

In  VaiL  agt.  Knapp  the  court  makes  this  sensible  remark, 
which  commends  itself  to  any  legal  mind :  '^  The  statute  is 
penal,  and  should  not,  even  in  a  doubtful  ease,  receive  a  con- 
struction which  would  invalidate  the  securHy.^ 

There  is  no  merit  in  this  defense.  The  defendants  by 
their  sworn  answer  admitted  the  making  of  the  note.  The 
absence  of  the  stamp  was  never  thought  of  by  any  of  the 
parties  until  mentioned  by  a  witness  upon  the  trial.  The 
note  then  bore  the  requisite  amoqnt  of  stamps.  It  was  then 
restamped  by  the  collector,  and  penalty  remitted  by  him. 
The  government  has  not  been  defrauded,  nor  has  any  such 
intent  been  shown,  though  the  makers  were  on  the  stand. 
The   defense   is  technical  and   dishonest,   and  the  courts 
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should  not  so  construe  the  act  as  to  aid  such  defenses  be- 
yond the  clear  intent  of  the  law-making  power. 

Substantial  justice  has  been  done^  and  a  new  trial  should 
be  denied  with  costs. 

By  the  Courty  Johnson  J.  There  is  no  merit  in  this 
appeal.  The  referee  has  found  as  a  fact  that  the  rev- 
enue stamp  was  not  omitted  or  left  off  the  note  in  question 
at  the  time  it  was  made  and  delivered,  with  any  intent  to 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  on  that  sub- 
ject. It  was  not  therefore  invalid  in  its  inception  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  act  of  congifess.  ( Sess  Laws  of  39^A  con- 
gress 148  Sched.  A.  amending  %  158  of  act  of  June  13 
1664.)  The  same  provision  was  also  contained  in  the  act  of 
1834,  ( Beebe  agt.  HuUon^Al  Barb.  187 ;  Vor^ch  agt.  Boe 
50  id,  302)  I  confess  I  do  not  see  that  any  stamp  was  nec- 
cessary  upon  the  note  in  question,  either  for  the  purpose  of 
its  being  used  as  evidence  upon  the  trial  or  otherwise,  in 
view  of  the  express  finding  of  the  referee  on  the  subject  of 
the  intention  of  the  parties  when  the  note  was  made  and 
delivered.  There  can  be  no  presumption  of  any  fraudulent 
intent  against  the  finding  of  fact.  The  note  was  not  ^^  mvalid 
and  of  no  efiect,"  as  it  is  not  made  so  by  the  act,  upon  the 
facts  found.  It  must  have  been  therefore  valid  and  efiect- 
ual.  As  I  understand  the  several  acts  of  congress,  it  is  no- 
where provided  that  an  instrument,  which  is  not  void,  shall 
not  be  used  in  evidence  by  reason  of  its  having  no  stamp 
upon  it.  A  difierent  view  of  this  question  seems  to  have 
been  taken  however,  by  the  court  in  (Beebe  agt.  Hutton^  sti- 
pro,)  The  court  in  that  case  seems  to  have  been  of  the 
opinion  that  even  where  an  instrument  was  not  invahd  by 
reason  of  the  omission  to  place  the  revenue  stamp  upon  it, 
when  ^ecuted,  it  was  neccessary  that  one  should  be  affixed 
to  it  to  render  it  competent  evidence  upon  the  trial.  I  do 
not  concur  in  this  view,  but  it  is  unneccessarv  to  pass  upon 
the  question  in  this  case.  Here  the  revenue  stamp  had 
been  affixed  by  the  collector  of  internal  revenue,  and  the 

Voii.  xxxvm.        9 
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proper  indorsment  made  by  him  according  to  the  act  of 
congress  when  the  stamp  has  been  affixed  by  such  officer^ 
after  the  instrument  has  been  made. 

The  objection  taken  to  this  by  the  defendant's  counsel  is 
that  the  stamp  was  not  affixed  by  the  proper  collector. 

The  makers  of  the  note  it  appears  resided  at  the  time  of 
the  making  thereof,  and  still  reside  in  the  24th  collection 
district  of  the  state,  while  the  plaintiff  who  procured  the 
stamp  to  be  affixed,  resided  in  the  23d  collection  district,  and 
still  resides  there.  The  stamp  was  affixed  and  the  indorse- 
ment made  by  the  collector  of  the  district  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff resided.  Thepoint  taken  is  that  the  application  should 
have  been  made  to  the  collector  of  the  district  in  which  the 
makers  resided  and  where  the  note  was  made  and  delivered. 

The  act  of  congress  before  referred  to,  provides  that 
where  the  stamp  has  been  omitted,  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing any  instrument,  the  party  making  it,  ^'  or  any  party 
having  ^n  interest  therein,"  may  withm  a  certain  time  ap- 
ply to  the  collector  "  of  the  proper  district,"  and  have  the 
stamp  affixed  upon  the  conditions  prescribed.  It  is  not  de- 
clared which  district  is  the  proper  one.  That  is  left  to  in- 
ference and  construction. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  application 
is  not  made  by  the  makers  of  the  instrument,  but  by  another 
party  having  an  interest  therein,  as  payee,  or  holder  of  a 
note,  or  the  like,  the  proper  district  in  which  the  applica- 
tion is  to  be  made,  is  in  the  district  in  which  the  party  mak- 
ing it  resides,  and  where  the  instrument  is  then  held.  It 
seems  to  me  the  collector  of  such  district  is  the  only  one 
who  has  jurisdiction  of  the  person  applying,  and  of  the  in- 
strument in  his  hands.  If  this  view  is  correct  there  is  no 
valid  objection  to  the  note  either  as  matter  of  evidence,  or 
as  a  valid  instrument. 

I  am  aware  that  it  was  held  in  Myers  agt.  I^ith  (48  Barb. 
614)  that  the  only  proper  person  to  appear  befote  the  col- 
lector and  make  the   application  to  have  the  stamp  affixed. 
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where  it  has  been  omitted  at  the  time  the  instrument  was 
made^  was  the  maker  of  the  instrument ;  and  that  where 
another  person  interested  in  such  instrument,  desired  to 
have  the  stamp  affixed,  he  must  procure  the  maker  to  ap- 
pear before  the  collector  and  apply  for  and  procure  such 
stamping  or  the  stamp  would  be  of  no  effect. 

I  do  not  so  read  the  act.  The  language  of  the  provis- 
ion seems  to  me  very  plain,  and  to  mean  and  express  just  * 
the  reverse  of  this  interpretation.  The  provision  is  that 
where  the  party  has  not  affixed  the  stamp  at  the  time 
of  making  or  issuing  the  instrument,  '^  and  he  or  they  or  any 
party  having  an  interest  therein,  shall  be  subsequently  desir- 
ous of  affixing  such  stamping  to  said  instrument,  he  or 
they  shall  appear  before  the  collector  &c.'' 

This  clearly  refers  to  the  party  or  parties  "  desirous  of 
affixing  such  stamp,''  whether  the  maker  or  the  party  having 
an  interest  other  than  the  maker ;  he  or  they  may  appear  . 
and  have  the  stamp  affixed,  by  complying  with  the  condi- 
tions. The  maker  might  not  be  desirous  of  having  it  affixed, 
whether  the  stamp  was  omitted  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing the  revenue  or  by  accident,  mistake  or  inadvertence. 
He  might  prefer  to  subject  himself  to  the  penalty  rather 
than  have  tRe  instrument  validated  by  the  proper  stamp. 
Hence  it  was  highly  proper  to  provide  that  any  party  inter- 
ested in  having  the  instrument  or  obligation  rendered 
prima  fade  valid,  as  well  as  valid  in  fact,  and  in  law,  and 
^*  desirous  of  affixing  the  stamp,  might  appear  and  procure 
such  stamp  to  be  affixed. 

This  is  the  fair  grammatical  construction  of  the  sentence. 
The  antecedent  of  '*  he  or  they,"  who  may  appear,  is  any 
party  previously  specified  in  the  sentence  who  may  be 
desirous  of  affixing  the  stamp  for  any  reason.  This  inter- 
pretation is  consistent  with  justice,  and  fairness  to  both 
parties,  to  an  instrument,  and  I  cannot  doubt  it  was  what 
was  intended  by  the  act. 

The  other  construction  puts  it  in  the  power  of  one  party 
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to  a  note  or  other  instrument^  to  practice  the  greatest  iii* 
justice  against  the  other,  and  defeat  at  will,  the  most  equit- 
able and  meritorious  obligation. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  give  a  construction  which  must 
be  productive  of  such  consequences  to  the  acts  of  any  leg- 
islative body,  where  it  is  fairly  susceptible  of  one  quite  the 
reverse.  We  cannot  presume  that  congress  intended  to  fa- 
vor the  breaking  of  contracts  and  non-fulfiUment  of  the 
pecuniary  obligations  by  the  maker  with  impunity,  as  a  fa- 
vored class,  and  we  ought  not  so  to  interpret  their  acts,  un- 
less constrained  by  the  clearest  and  most  unequivocal  exr 
pressions  of  such  an  intention. 

The  judgment  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 
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Daniel  Beown  and  others  agt.  The  Metropolitan  Gas- 
light Company. 


Where  the  object  of  the  action  by  the  plaintiA,  for  an  ti^JunctuMf  is  to  prevent  the 
defendants  Iron  dispossessing  them  for  non-payment  of  rent,  and  from  collecting 
rent  which  has  become  dne,  and  for  which  a  draft  has  been  giyen,  the  injunction 
cannot  be  sustained — no  fraod,  sarprise  or  imdae  advantage  being  shown. 

Plaintiffs  have  remedies  at  lav  which  are  entirely  adequate  to  their  emergencies.  If 
any  coanter-claim  exists  to  the  draft,  it  can  be  set  up  in  any  action  brought  to 
compel  its  payment ;  and  if  any  proceeding  for  the  non-payment  of  rent  by  the 
defendants  be  adopted  against  the  plaintiffs,  the  payment  of  the  rent  would  not 
debar  the  plaintiffs  from  securing  any  debt  of  a  similar  character  due  from  the 
defendants,  it  appearing  that  they  are  entirely  solvent. 


Special  Term,  November  1869. 

Motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  defendants  from 
taking  proceedings  to  collect  or  sue  for  rent^  or  to  dispossess 
a  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent. 

Algernon  S  Sullivan,  for  motion. 
Hooper  C.  Van  Vorst,  opposed. 

Brady  J.  In  this  case  tlie  interposition  of  this  court  by 
injunction  was  unnecessary.  The  defendants  have  a  valid 
claim  against  the  plaintiiTs. 

The  plaintiffs,  assuming  their  statement  to  be  true,  have 
a  counter  claim  against  the  defendants,  for  which  they  have 
a  legal  remedy,  and  which  can  be  collected  if  established, 
because  it  appears  that  the  defendants  are  entirely  solvent. 

The  averments  of  the  plaintiffs  of  a  hiring  by  the  defend- 
ants from  them,  and  upon  which  the  counter  claim  rests, 
are  denied;  and  some  proof  is  added  to  the  denial  which 
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sustains  it  inferentially.     It  is  not  necessary^  however,  to 
consider  here  in  detail  the  evidence  submitted  on  behalf  of 
the  parties,  bearing  upon  the  alleged  claim  of  the  plaintiffs, 
by  which  they  seek  to  relieve  themselves  from  liability. 

It  is  enough  that  it  appears  that  the  plaintifEs  can  enforce 
their  remedy  at  law,  and  will  not  be  injured  if  left  to  pursue 
it,  inasmuch  as  the  defendants  are  perfectly  solvent. 

The  object  which  the  plaintiffi  seek  to  accomplish,  is  to 
prevent  the  defendants  from  dispossessing  them  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  and  from  collecting  rent  which  has  become 
due,  and  for  which  a  draft  has  been  given.  If  any  counter- 
claim in  fact  exist  to  the  draft,  it  can  be  set  up  in  any  ac- 
tion brought  to  compel  its  payment,  and  if  any  proceeding 
for  the  non-payment  of  rent  by  the  defendants  be  adopted 
against  the  plaintiffs,  the  payment  of  the  rent  would  not 
debar  the  plaintiffs  from  securing  any  debt  of  a  similar 
character  due  from  the  defendants. 

If  such  a  defense  be  not  good  in  summary  proceedings 
for  non-payment  of  rent,  then  the  payment  is  without  pre- 
judice, and  if  it  be  a  good  defense,  then  the  plaintiffi  can 
interpose  and  sustain  it  there.  To  arrest  proceedings  of 
the  kind  mentioned,  there  must  be  fraud,  surprise,  or  undue 
advantage.  May  agt.  Jamenj  (37  How.j  Pr.  R.y  52 ;)  and  the 
circumstances  disclosed  in  this  case,  do  not  constitute  any 
of  these  elements. 

The  defendants  are  abundantly  responsible,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs are  protected  by  that  circumstance  from  perils  which 
might  otherwise  exist. 

I  have  to  some  extent  in  these  observations  assumed  that 
the  plain tiff^s  case  was  made  out,  but  I  think  it,  neverthe- 
less, of  doubtful  import  on  the  papers  submitted ;  sufScient 
doubt  is  thrown  upon  it  to  warrant  the  dissolution  of  the 
injunction,  but  I  do  not  place  that  result  on  such  a  con- 
clusion. I  think  the  plaintiffs  have  remedies  at  law  which 
are  entirely  adequate  to  their  emergencies,  that  they  can- 
not be  injured  in  such  sense  as  requires  the  exercise  of  the 
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power  of  the  court  by  injunction,  if  the  defendants  are  per- 
mitted to  proceed  with  their  lawful  demands,  and  that  the 
defendants  being  solvent  the  plaintifis  are  deprived  of  the 
only  available  element  to  justify  an  injunction. 
Ordered  accordingly. 


• 


236  '^^^^^  TOKK  FBACrnCE  KEPOBTB. 


Fox  agt.  Donqkal 


SUPREME  CODET. 
Elizabeth  Fox,  appellant  agt.  Jonas  Dunckel,  respondent. 

The  act  of  the  legisUtare  entitled  **  An  act  to  amend  an  act  to  prevent  animals  from 
ninning  at  large  in  the  pablio  highways,  and  to  create  a  short  bar  to  actions  nnder 
said  act,"  (Lawt  of  1867,  ch,  814,)  is  not  a  violation  of  the  eaiuHtntuMj  which 
declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without 
due  proceu  of  lato.*^  ( Thit  cu;t  is  dittinguithabU  in  this  partieiUar  from  the  original 
act^  passed  in  1862,  and  which  was  held  uncanstitutioTkal  in  Bockwell  agt.  Ntaringf 
35  N.  r.,  302.) 

Fourth  District^  General  Termy  October j  1869. 

Before  Bockes,  Potter  and  Rosekraks,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a 
referee,  for  the  taking  and  detention  by  the  defendant  of  21 
cows. 

The  referee  found^  as  matter  of  fact,  that  on  the  5th  day 
of  August,  1867,  the  plaintiff  owned  the  cows  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  and  on  that  day  they  entered  and  trespassed 
upon  the  lands  of  the  defendant  in  the  town  of  Palatine, 
Montgomery  county.  That  while  the  said  cows  were  so 
trespassing  upon  the  lands,  the  defendant  seized  and  took 
the  same  into  his  custody.  That  without  unnecessary  delay^ 
on  the  6th  day  of  August,  he  made  complaint  in  writing 
under  oath,  stating  the  facts  to  L.  Marcellus.  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  said  town  of  Palatine.  That  the  said  justice 
did  then  forthwith  issue  a  summons  under  his  hand,  stating 
the  facts  of  such  seizure  and  complaint,  and  requiring  the 
owner  of  such  cows,  or  any  party  having  an  interest  in  the 
same,  to  appear  before  the  said  justice,  at  his  office,  in 
the  said  town,  on  the  17th  day  of  August,  then  next,  at  11 
o'clock  A.  M.,  to  show  cause  why  said  cows  should  not  be 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  according  to  the  provisions 
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of  '^  an  act  to  amend  an  act^  entitled  an  act  to  prevent  ani- 
mals from  running  at  large  in  the  public  highway.''  That 
the  said  summons  was  delivered  to  a  constable  of  the  said 
town,  who  served  the  same  on  the  same  day  as  required  by 
the  said  act,  by  posting  copies  of  the  same  in  six  public  and 
conspicuous  places  in  said  town.  That  while  the  defendant 
was  retaining  the  said  cows  under  the  act  aforesaid,  and 
after  he  had  the  same  five  days,  and  before  the  said  17th 
day  of  August,  the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action,  and  the 
sheriff  took  the  said  cows  and  delivered  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  has  since  had  the  same.  That  during  the 
said  five  days,  while  the  said  cows  were  in  defendants 
premises,  he  milked,,  and  had  the  milk  of  the  same.  That 
said  cows  were  worth  at  least  $1,000. 

The  referee  found  and  decided  as  conclusion  of  law,  that 
the  defendant  had  the  right,  under  the  act  aforesaid,  to 
seize  the  said  cows,  and  take  the  same  into  custody,  and 
that  he  was  in  the  lawful  possession  of  the  same  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  right  to  the  possession  of  them  without  a  compliance 
on  his  part  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  act;  and  further 
decided  upon  the  whole  case  that  the  defendant  was,  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  said  cows,  and  he  ordered  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  conclusion,  with  costs.  The  plaintifi 
appealed  to  this  court. 

J.  QzNTER /or  plaintiff  J 

J.  D.  Wendell  far  defendant 

I.  It  is  conceded  that  the  proceedings  of  the  defendant, 
under  the  law  of  1867,  were  regular  ;  and  that,  if  this  law 
is  constitutional,  it  affords  a  complete  defense. 

The  law  of  1862  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional,  in 
Rockwell  agt.  Nearingj  (35  N,  F..,   302,)  mainly,  if  not  ex- 
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clusively,  upon  the  ground  that  it  failed  to  provide  for  any 
trial  or  hearing  before  a  justice ;  and  it  was  the  object  and 
design  of  this  amendatory  act  of  1867,  to  steer  clear  of  the 
difficulties  and  remedy  the  defects  pointed  out  in  the  above 
decision. 

In  the  present  act  there  are  provisions  for  a  trial  and 
hearing  upon  all  the  questions  that  can  arise  in  the  case  be- 
fore the  justice.  Personal  service  of  process  is  not  required 
in  addition  to  the  summons  required  to  be  posted  in  six 
public  places ;  for  in  the  majority  of  cases  the  latter  are 
quite  sufficient  to  give  personal  notice  to  the  owner  of  the 
property.  Nor  is  a  personal  service  always  required  to 
render  a  judicial  proceeding  regular.  Common  law  actions, 
in  many  cases,  can  now  be  commenced  by  publication  of 
summons  alone.  Upon  the  return  of  the  summons,  the 
owner  of  these  cattle  could  appear  and  answer,  notwith- 
standing there  was  no  personal  service,  and  issue  could  be 
regularly  joined,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  can  then 
be  conducted  as  in  civd  actions.  All  questions  that  can 
arise  in  any  civil  action  may  then  be  litigated.  In  this  case, 
there  is  no  levying  without  process,  or  condemning  without 
proof,  or  selling  without  execution.  We  have,  in  the 
statute  of  1867,  the  remedy,  the  absence  of  which  rendered 
the  statute  of  1862  unconstitutional. 

In  the  case  of  RochweU  agt.  Nearing,  (35  N,  F.,  302,)  it  is 
said  that  chapter  459  of  the  laws  of  1862  is  unconstitution- 
al, in  so  far  as  it  authorizes  the  seizure  and  sale  of  animals 
found  trespassing  within  a  private  enclosure  without  judi- 
cial process.  The  statute  of  1867  obviates  this  difficulty 
by  amending  what  is  unconstitutional  in  the  former  statute, 
and  furnisbes  the  remedy  upon  which  the  constitutionality 
of  the  proceedings  of  this  case  depend. 

Can,  then,  the  learned  counsel  reasonably  and  success- 
fully contend,  in  view  of  the  above  facts,  that  the  law  is 
invalid  and  unconstitutional,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  private 
trespass,  and  that  the  act  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  bill 
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of  rights,  and  the  constitutional  prerogative  that  no  citizen 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of 
law? 

Before  the  court  will  declare  that  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture is  unconstitutional,  a  case  must  necessarily  be  pro- 
duced and  presented,  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  which 
furnish  no  reasonable  doubt  of  its  invalidity.  {Ex  Parte 
McCoUunij  1  Caw. J  460 ;  Clark  agt.  city  of  Rochester ^  24 
Barh.j  446;  People  agt.  Huntington^  4  N.  T.  Leg.  Ofts., 
187.) 

n.  It  only  remains  to  examine  the  question  raised  by  the 
plaintiff,  that  there  was  an  excess  or  abuse  ot  authority  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  this 
can  be  reasonably  claimed.  That  the  defendant  was  obliged 
to  milk  said  cows,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  The  common 
impulse  which  excites  kindness  and  forbids  cruelty  to  ani- 
maJs,  would  prompt  him  to  exhibit  this  token  of  humanity, 
if  he  had  no  other  motive.  That  he  could  not  have  done 
otherwise  than  to  use  and  mingle  the  milk  with  his  own^ 
no  reasonable  person  can  deny.  Had  he  kept  the  milk  in 
its  crude,  or  original  state,  every  one,  who  knows  its  nature, 
will  say  that  it  would  have  deteriorated  in  value,  and  ul- 
timately become  totally  worthless.  His  right  to  keep  the 
cows  safe  and  secure  within  his  stable  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. He  certainly  was  not  obliged  to  keep  them  in  his 
pasture.  In  what  way,  then,  did  he  exceed  or  abuse  his 
authority  T  It  must  be  patent  to  all  that  this  question  is 
either  unfounded,  or  if  it  is  to  be  decided,  its  decision  must 
be  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  extend  to  him  the  right 
and  authority  which  he  has  exercised  under  the  surveillance 
and  direction  of  the  law. 

Potter  J.  The  only  question  discussed  in  this  case  is  the 
constitutional  validity  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  entitled 
^'  an  act  to  amend  an  act  to  prevent  animals  from  running 
at  large  in  the  public  highways,  and  to  create  a  short  bar 
to  actions  under  said  act,''  {Chap.  814,  laws  of  1867.)     The 
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second  section  of  this  act  declares  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
person  to  seize  and  take  into  his  custody,  and  retain  until 
disposed  of  according  to  law,  any  animal  which  may  be 
trespassing  upon   premises   owned    or  occupied  by  him." 
The  third  section  authorized  and  made  it  the  duty  of  any 
person  who  shall  have  seized  and  taken  into  possession  any 
animal  under  the  authority  of  the    preceding  section,  to 
make  immediate  complaint  in  writing,  under  oath,  stating 
the  facts  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  of  the  town  in  which 
such   seizure   occurred;    such  justice    was   thereby  given 
jurisdiction  to  have  and  determine  such  matter,  and  was 
directed  to  proceed  in  the  same  manner  as  in  civil  actions, 
except  as  specially  charged  in  that  act,  and  was  directed, 
forthwith,  to  issue  a  summons  under  his  hand,  stating  the 
fact  of  such  seizure  and  complaint,  and  requiring  the  owner 
of  the  animal,  or  any  party  having  an  interest  in  the  same, 
to  show  cause  before  such  justice  at  a  time  and  place  to  be 
specified  in  said  summons,  why  said  animal  should  not  be 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  as  directed  in  said  act.     The 
time  to  show  such  cause  was  fixed  in  the  act,  to  be  not  less 
than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty  days  from  the   issuing  of 
the  summons;  any  constable  of  the  town,  or  any  elector 
thereof,  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  justice  in  writing  there- 
on, was  authorized  to  serve  the  summons ;  such  service  was 
required  to  be  made  by  posting  the  same  in  at  least  six 
public  and  conspicuous  places  in  said  town,  one  of  which 
places  was  required  to  be  the  nearest  district  school-house. 
At  the  time  and  place  appointed  for  the  return  of  the  sum- 
mons, the  complainant,  and  any  person  interested  in  such 
animal,  or  his  agents,  were  allowed  to  appear  in  the  pro- 
ceeding, and  on  filing  an  oath  subscribed  by  him,  denying 
any  or  all  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  should  be 
deemed  to  have  joined  an  issue   in  the  proceedings,  and  the 
subsequent  proceedings  are  directed  to  be  as  in  civil  actions, 
so  far  as  they  can  be,  unless  otherwise  provided  in  the  act. 
The  section  further  provides  for  the  return  of  the  summons. 
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the  appearance  of  parties  interested,  a  trial  by  jury,  &c., 
by  the  justice,  and  if  no  sufficient  cause  be  shown  that  a 
warrant  be  issued  by  the  justice,  directed  to  a  constable  of 
the  town,  commanding  him  to  sell  the  animals  at  public 
auction,  in  the  usual  manner  of  constable  sales,  for  the  best 
price  he  can  obtain,  and  return  the  proceeds  of  sale,  and  the 
justice  shall  then  adjudge  the  costs  of  the  proceeding  ac* 
cording  to  the  rates  specified  in  the  act,  and  the  damages 
sustained  to  complainant  by  reason  of  the  trespass,  the  sur- 
plus moneys  to  be  paid  to  the  owner  or  party  entitled  to  the 
same,  in  the  manner  therein  prescribed,  and  if  not  demanded 
within  a  year,  to  be  paid  by  the  justice  to  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  town,  &c.  The  sixth  section  provides  for 
an  appeal  to  the  county  court  from  the  trial  before  the 
justice. 

Such  are  substantially,  all  the  provisions  of  the  act  in 
question,  which  are  important  to  consider  in  passing  upon 
this  case ;  and  if  the  act  is  constitutional,  the  proceedings 
under  it  are  regular,  and  the  defendant  on  the  trial  estab- 
lishes a  perfect  defense. 

It  is  claimed  to  be  in  violation  of  that  part  of  section  6 
of  the  first  article  of  the  constitution  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  which  declares  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of 
life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law.  This 
appeal  is  based  upon  the  authority  of  Boekwell  agt.  Near- 
ingy  (35  N.  F.,  302,)  which  gave  judicial  construction  to 
the  act  of  1862,  of  which  the  act  in  question  is  an  amend- 
ment. That  act  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional  so  far  as 
it  authorized  the  seizure  and  sale  of  property  without  judi- 
cial process,  for  a  private  trespass.  In  that  respect  the  act 
of  1867  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  act  of  1862  ;  the 
act  of  1867  clearly  furnishes  a  court  upon  which  it  confers 
jurisdiction  in  express  terms,  to  issue  process,  to  allow  an 
issue  to  be  joined,  to  hear  the  parties  upon  the  merits,  to 
adjudge  thereon,  as  in  other  civil  cases,  with  the  right  to 
appeal  to  a  higher  court  for  review  and  trial.     Besides,  the 
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case  of  RockweU  agt.  Nearing  clearly  recognized  as  consti* 
tutional,  and  as  being  hy  due  process  of  law,  all  such  sum- 
mary proceedings  as  were  recognized  by  statute  or  at  com- 
mon law,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  "bill  of  rights.^  The 
right  to  distrain  cattle  damage  feasant,  is  as  old  as  American 
common  law,  and  was  recognized  by  our  statutes  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  our  constitution^  (2  Bev,  Stat,  517,  5  ed., 
vol.  3,  jp.  841 ;  3  Black,,  Com,  6,)  and  proceedings  under  that 
system,  which  provides  forms  of  trial,  and  due  precautions 
against  oppression,  was  ever  regarded  as  "  hy  due  process 
oflawP  **  It  was  a  proceeding,'^  says  BlackstonCf  "  arising 
from  the  necessity  of  the  thing  itself,  as  it  might  otherwise 
be  impossible,  at  a  future  time,  to  ascertain  whose  cattle 
they  were  that  committed  the  trespass  or  damage,^'  (3  Com. 
6.)  The  learned  commentator  might  have  added,  had  he 
lived  in  our  day,  that  it  might  be  sometimes  doubtful 
whether  the  owner  of  the  cattle  was  sufficiently  solvent, 
taking  into  consideration  what  the  statute  exempts  from 
liability  to  execution,  to  pay  the  damages  done  by  the  tres- 
pass. This  proceeding  is  no  new,  severe,  unknown,  extra- 
ordinary, or  oppressive  proceeding,  nor  is  the  statute  to 
be  regarded  as  penal,  but  remedial.  The  party  injured  is 
provided  with  a  summary  remedy,  it  is  true,  but  a  remedy 
established  by  long-known  usage,  and  rules  of  statute,  and 
common  law,  entirely  suitable  to  the  exigencies  of  the  case, 
giving  the  owner  full  protection  against  all  excesses  or 
abuses  which  may  grow  out  of  the  law.  How,  then,  is  this 
law  unconstitutional  f  Surely  the  legislature  are  not  pro- 
hibited from  transferring  the  jurisdiction  of  assessing,  or 
appraising  damages  from  fence  viewers  to  justices  of  the 
peace.  Nor  can  it  be  contended  that  justices  are  less  qual- 
ified to  appraise  damages  by  sworn  testimony  than  fence 
viewers.  Nor  should  the  owner  of  beasts  complain  of  a 
change  of  the  law  that  gives  him  a  jury  of  the  vicinage  to 
hear  his  defense,  and  to  assess  damages,  nay,  to  add  to  his 
security  by  the  right  to  appeal  to  a  higher  tribunal.     If, 
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then,  the  act  in  question,  which  confers  jurisdiction  on 
justices,  is  not  inhibited  by  the  constitution,  the  provis- 
ions made  to  carry  out  the  proceedings  to  final  judgment 
must  be  incident  to  the  necessary  exercise  of  the  power 
conferred.  Nor  can  the  court  declare  the  act  to  be  uncon- 
stitutional because  of  the  possibility,  or  even  probability, 
that  the  officers  or  parties  with  whom  power  is  intrusted  to 
carry  out  its  provision,  may,  or  can,  abuse  that  trust ;  nor 
even  because  the  compensations  for  distraining  and  keep- 
ing snch  cattle  are  exorbitant ;  or  because  a  short  statute 

of  limitation  is  enacted  as  to  the  right  to  the  surplus  arising 
from  sales.  The  plaintiff  is,  I  think,  mistaken  in  his  view 
of  what  the  case  of  Rockwell  agt.  Nsaring  decides.  Some 
of  the  strong  remarks  of  Judge  Porter  in  that  case,  {cited 
in  the  briefs)  based  upon  the  assumption  of  the  invalidity 
of  the  act  of  1862,  affording  a  summary  remedy  unknown 
to  the  common  law,  while  appropriate  in  that  case,  do  not 
apply  to  this.  There  it  was  held  that  there  had  been  an 
abuse  of  power  after  the  seizure  of  the  cattle,  here  there 
had  been  none.  That  was  not  a  seizure  damage  feasant^ 
this  is ;  that  statute  provided  for  seizure  without  judicial 
trial,  this  allows  a  trial  and  a  defense  upon  the  merits.  In 
this  the  proceeding  was  by  due  process  of  law,  in  that  there 
was  no  such  proceeding.  The  cases  are  dissimilar  in  prin- 
ciple.    I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


*NoTB. — ^The  second  section  of  the  act  of  1867,  reads  as  follows :  **  It  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  person  to  seise  and  take  into  his  custody,  and  retain  till  disposed  of 
as  required  by  law,  any  animal  which  may  be  in  any  pnblio  highway  and  opposite 
to  land  owned  or  occupied  by  him,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  foregoinf?  sec- 
tion, or  of  any  animal  which  may  be  trttpatting  upon  premites  owned  or  occupied  by 
kisn.^  Sabstantially,  the  same  provision  is  contained  in  the  act  of  1862.  This  case 
comes  within  the  last  clause  of  this  section,  as  the  defendant  took  the  cows  into  his 
custody  by  virtue  of  this  act,  while  they  were  trespassing  npon  lands  owned  and 
occupied  by  him.  Therefore,  the  pre-existing  laws  in  reference  to  distraining  cattle 
damage  feasant,  and  in  relation  to  strays,  have  no  application  to  this  case ;  it  is  apri 
vate  tretpan^  in  which  the  public  have  no  concern.  And  in  Rocktcell  agt.  Nearing 
(35  N.  y.,  303).  it  was  heldy  that  such  summary  proceedings  as  the  common  law 
recognized,  and  snch  as  were  authorized  by  statute,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  bill 
of  righu,  may  be  regarded  as  "  due  process  of  law,"  but  no  form  ofproceedingi  ikm 
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tscisted  which  authorked  the  twrnmary  an^Ueation  ofpriwUe  pnperty  a*  apuMithmaU 
for  a  man  tretpau. 

Now,  the  qaestion  arises,  whether  the  amendmaiU  of  the  act  of  1867,  conBtitatioiuJlj 
authorizes  the  taking  and  seisnre  of  private  property  for  a  mere  private  trespass. 
This  question  is  decided  in  the  affirmative  by  the  foregoing  able  opinion  of  Jndge 
PoTTEB,  on  the  ground,  that  the  act  famishes  dae  process  and  proceedings,  and 
confers  jurisdiction  on  the  court  for  that  purpose.  Bnt  it  will  be  seen  that  the  act 
authorises  the  snntrv  of  the  property  without  any  process  whatever,  except  the 
authority  of  the  act,  which  like  any  other  act  of  the  legislature,  cannot  be  consid- 
ered of  itself,  due  process  of  law.  Is  not  the  owner  of  the  property  deprived  of  it, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  Just  as  much  wh  ere  it  is  seized  and  held  for 
twenty-four  hours,  as  he  is  where  it  is  held  for  any  longer  time  f  It  is  the  ttizurt 
and  the  taking  of  Uu property  which  we  think  violates  the  constitution ;  the  owner 
is  then  effectually  deprived  of  it  If  the  summons  and  complaint  by  and  before  the 
justice  authorized  by  the  act,  were  required  to  be  issued  and  served  6e/are  the  seizure 
and  taking  of  the  property,  it  would  seem  to  give  some  semblance  of  authority  for 
taking  it ;  although  we  are  not  aware  of  any  legal  method  of  taking  private  prop- 
erty in  satisfaction  of  damages  for  a  private  trespass,  except  by  judgment  and  exe- 
cution ;  any  other  proceeding  to  accomplish  such  a  result,  would  seem  to  be  "  undM4 
proceu  ofkwy  We  therefore,  cannot  see  why,  the  amendment  of  this  act  is  not  aa 
directly  in  the  teeth  of  the  oonstitutiony  as  was  the  original  act  ol  18G2,  when  ap- 
plied to  a  private  trespass.  Bbf. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

William  H.  Mackintosh  and  others  agt.  Joseph  Fathak, 
survivor  of  Samuel  Mtebs,  deceased. 

Where  on  the  dissolatioii  of  a  copartnenhip^  the  retiring  partners  take  a  bond  of 
indemnity  of  the  remaining  partner,  with  a  surety,  to  pay  all  the  partnership  debts, 
dbc ,  the  landlord  of  the  premises  can  not  sustain  an  action  on  the  bond  for  nnt 
dne  from  the  partnership,  or  from  the  remaining  partner.  There  b  no  privity  of 
contract  between  the  parties  to  the  action. 

I^^ecial  Termj  October  1869. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  Myers,  Canfield  &  Son,  as 
copartners,  leased  certain  premises  of  plaintiffs  for  a  term  of 
years.  The  lease  contained  covenants  on  the  part  of  the 
tenants  to  pay  the  rent.  The  premises  were  occupied  by 
the  partners. 

During  the  term,  Myers,  Canfield  &  Son  dissolved. 

The  Canfields  sold  out  their  interest  in  the  partnership 
property  and  effects  to  Myers,  and  Myers  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Canfields  to  pay  and  discharge  the 
partnership  debts  and  obligations. 

At  the  time  of  making  this  agreement,  the  defendant, 
Fhtman,  jointly  with  Myers,  executed  a  bond  to  the  Can- 
fields,  (the  retiring  partners,)  in  the  penal  sum  of  fifty 
thousand  dollars,  with  a  condition  that  if  the  said  Myers 
should  well  and  truly  assume  and  pay  all  the  debts  and 
liabilities  of  the  said  firm  of  Myers,  Canfield  &  Son,  and 
save  harmless  the  Canfields  from  and  against  the  same,  the 
obligation  was  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force 
and  virtue. 

The  complaint  aUeges  that  after  the  making  of  the  bond, 

rent  for  the  premises  fell  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  to  the  amount 

of  $3,375. 

Vol.  XXXYm.  10 
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That  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  bond^  Myers  died. 

The  action  is  brought  on  this  bond  by  the  plaintifTs,  the 
landlord,  against  the  defendant,  Fatman,  as  the  surviving 
obligor  thereof,  for  the  rent  due  and  unpaid. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint,  and  alleged  as 
ground  of  demurrer  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  &cts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Chables  H.  Smith,  for  plaintiff. 
Hooper  C.  Van  VoRarr,  /or  defendcml. 

Sutherland,  J.  Assuming  that  the  rent  is  a  debt  or  lia- 
bility of  the  firm  of  Myers,  Canfield  &  Co.,  I  think  that  the 
complaint  does  not  show  a  right  in  the  plaintifis  to  bring  an 
action  on  the  bond,  and  therefore,  that  it  does  not  show 
a  cause  of  action  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  were  not  parties  to  the  bond,  and  there  is 
no  privity  of  contract  between  them  and  the  obligors,  or 
the  surviving  obligor. 

The  case  made  by  the  complaint  is  not  the  cajse  of  A. 
promising  B.  to  pay  C.  (a  named,  specified  third  party,)  a 
•ertain  specified  sum  of  money* 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  de- 
murrer, with  costs. 
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UNITED  STATES  SUPREME  COURT. 

President,  Directoks  and  Company  oe  the  Veazie  Bank 

agt.  Jeremiah  Fenno,  collector. 

**JSfoery  naHoiuU  hankiitg  cutociationj  ttaie  hankf  or  ttaU  hanking  auociationj  shall 
pay  a  tax  of  ten  per  eentum  on  the  amount  of  notes  of  any  peraon,  state  hank,  or 
state  banking  institntioni  used  for  circniationf  and  paid  oat  hy  them,  after  the  1st 
day  of  Aognst,  1866 ;  and  snch  tax  shall  be  assessed  and  paid  in  snch  manner  as 
shall  be  prescribed  by  the  commissioner  of  internal  revenue."  (Act  of  Congreetj 
July  ift,  1866;  14  U.  8,  St.,  146.) 

This  law  Is  not  repugnant  to  ths  OonttiiuHon  of  the  United  Statet,  as  being  a  direct 
tax,  which  requires  to  be  apportioned  among  the  states  agreeable  to  the  constitu- 
tion ;  because  it  is  not  a  dvrect  tax^  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  Nor  is 
it  uncoi^stitutional  as  impairing  a  franchise  granted  hy  the  state;  for  it  is  not  the 
franchiMe  of  the  banks  which  is  sought  to  be  taxed,  but  the  property  created  or  con- 
tents  made  and  issued  by  them. 

The  power  to  tax  may  be  exercised  oppressively  upon  persons,  but  the  responsibility 
of  the  legislature  is  not  to  the  courts,  but  to  the  people,  by  whom  its  members 
are  elected ;  so  that  if  a  particular  tax  bears  heavily  upon  a  corporation,  or  a  class 
of  corporations,  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  pronounced  contrary  to  the  constitution.* 

(Nblson  and  Davis,  Justices^  dissented.) 

Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  following  opinion  : 
The  necessity  of  adequate  provision  for  the  financial 
exigencies  created  by  the  late  rebellion  suggested  to  the 
administrative  and  legislative  departments  of  the  govern- 
ment, important  changes  in  the  systems  of  currency  and 
taxation  which  had  hitherto   prevailed.      These  changes, 

*  Suppose  the  tax  imposed  by  congress  upon  the  circalation  of  state  banks  was 
confessedly  so  excessive  as  to  dose  them  up  and  render  their  franchises  entirely 
nugatory,  would  not  such  a  tax  be  clearly  unconstitutional,  as  destroying  a  franchise 
granted  by  the  state  f  The  object  for  which  the  franchise  was  granted,  being  taxed 
to  death,  the  franchise  itself  must  fall ;  xsonsequently  if  it  is  unconstitutional  to  tax 
the  franchise  of  a  state  bank  directly  and  in  terms,  and  thus  fatally  impair  it,  the 
same  result  must  lollow  by  taxing  its  circulation  out  of  existence.  Then  the  ques- 
tion in  this  case  would  be,  whether  ihe  tax  of  ten  per  centum  on  their  circulation  is 
sufficient  efTectually  to  produce  that  effect ;  and  if  not,  then  the  qaestion  arises,  does 
not  this  tax  indirectly  impair  the  fnvnchise  to  a  certain  extent,  contrary  to  the  con- 
ptitalion. — ^Rbp. 
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more  or  less  distinctly  shown  in  administrative  recommen- 
dations, took  form  and  substance  in  legislative  acts.     We 
have  now  to  consider,  within  a  limited  range,  those  which 
relate  to  circulating  notes  and  taxation  of  circulation.    At 
the  beginning  of  the  rebellion,  the  circulating  medium  con- 
sisted almost  entirely  of  bank  notes  issued  by  numerous 
independent  corporations,  variously  organized  under  state 
legislation,  of  various  degrees  of  credit,  and  very  unequal 
resources,  administered  often  with  great — and  not  unfre- 
quently  with  little— skill,  prudence  and   integrity.     The 
acts  of  congress  then  in  force  prohibiting  the  receipt  or  dis- 
bursement, in  the  transactions  of  the  national  government, 
of  anything  except  gold  and  silver,  and  the  laws  of  the  state 
requiring  the  redemption  of  bank  notes  in  coin  on  demand, 
prevented  the  disappearance  of  gold  and  silver  from  circula- 
tion.     There  was  then  no  authorized  national  currency 
except  coin,  and  no  national  taxation  was  imposed  in  any 
form  on  the  state  bank  circulation. 

The  first  act  authorizing  the  emission  of  notes  by  the 
treasury  department  for  circulation  was  that  of  July  17, 
1861  (12,  U.  S.  Stj  259).  The  notes  issued  under  this  act 
were  treasury  notes,  payable  on  demand  in  coin.  The 
amount  authorized  by  it  was  $50,000,000,  and  was  increased 
by  the  act  ot  February  12,  1862  (12,  V.  8.  St,  338)  to 
$60,000,000.  On  the  31st  of  December,  1861,  the  state 
banks  suspended  specie  payment.  Until  this  time  the  ex- 
penses of  the  war  had  been  paid  in  coin  or  in  the  demand 
notes  just  referred  to,  and  for  some  time  afterwards  they 
continued  to  be  paid  in  these  notes,  which,  if  not  redeemed 
in  coin,  were  received  as  coin  in  the  payment  of  duties. 
Subsequently,  on  the  25th  of  February,  1862  (12,  U.  S.  St., 
341),  a  new  policy  became  necessary,  in  consequence  of  the 
suspension  and  the  condition  of  the  country,  and  was 
adopted.  The  notes  hitherto  issued,  as  has  just  been  stated, 
were  called  treasury  notes,  and  were  payable  on  demand  in 
coin.     The  act  now  passed  authorized  the  issue  of  bills  for 
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circulation,  under  the  name  of  United  States  notes,  made 
payable  to  bearer,  but  not  expressed  to  be  payable  on 
demand,  to  the  amount  of  $150,000,000,  and  this  amount 
was  increased  by  subsequent  acts  to  $450,000,000  of  which 
$50,000,000  were  to  be  held  in  reserve  and  only  to  be  issued 
for  a  special  purpose  and  under  special  directions  as  to 
withdrawal  from  circulation.  {Act  of  JvS/y  11,  1862,  12 
TJ.  S.  8t.^  532 ;  act  of  March  3,  1863,  12  U.  S.  St.^^  710.) 
These  notes,  until  after  the  close  of  the  war,  were  always 
convertible  into,  or  receivable  .at  par  for  bonds  payable  in 
coin,  and  bearing  coin  interest  at  a  rate  not  less  than  five 
per  cent ;  and  the  acts  by  which  they  were  authorized  de- 
clared them  to  be  lawiul  money  and  a  legal  tender.  This 
currency,  issued  directly  by  the  government  for  the  dis- 
bursement of  the  war  and  other  expenditures,  could  not 
obviously  be  a  proper  object  of  taxation ;  but  on  the  25th 
of  February,  1863,  was  passed  the  act  authorizing  national 
banking  associations  (12  U.  8.  Sty  670),  in  which,  for  the 
first  time  during  many  years,  congress  recognized  the  ex- 
pediency and  duty  of  imposing  a  tax  upon  currency.  By 
this  act  a  tax  of  ten  per  cent  annually  was  imposed  on  the 
circulation  of  the  associations  authorized  by  it.  Soon  after, 
by  the  act  of  March  3,  1863  (12  U.  S.  St.^  712),  a  similarly 
lighter  tax  of  one  per  cent  annually  was  imposed  on  the 
circulation  of  state  banks  in  certain  proportions  to  the^ir 
capital  and  of  two  per  cent  on  the  excess,  and  the  same  act 
reduced  the  tax  on  the  national  associations  to  the  same 
rate.  Both  acts  also  imposed  taxes  on  capital  and  deposits, 
whidh  need  not  be  noticed  here.  At  a  later  date,  by  the 
act  of  June  3,  1864  (13,  U.  8.  St.,  Ill),  which  was  substi- 
tuted for  the  act  of  February  25,  1863,  authorizing  national 
banking  associations,  the  rate  of  tax  on  circulation  was  con- 
tinued and  applied  to  the  whole  amount  of  it,  and  the 
shares  of  their  stockholders  were  also  subject  to  taxation  by 
the  states ;  and  a  few  days  afterwards  by  the  act  of  June 
30^  1864  (13,  U,  S.  SL,  277),  to  provide  ways  and  means 
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for  the  support  of  the  government,  the  tax  on  the  circulation 
of  the  state  banks  was  also  continued  at  the  same  annual 
rate  of  one  per  cent,  as  before,  but  payment  was  required  in 
monthly  instalments  of  one-twelfth  of  one  per  cent,  with 
monthly  reports  from  each  state  bank  of  the  amount  in  cir- 
culation. It  can  hardly  be  doubted  that  the  object  of  this 
provision  was  to  inform  the  proper  authorities  of  the  exact 
amount  of  paper  money  in  circulation,  with  a  view  to  its 
regulation  by  law.  It  was  the  first  step  taken  by  congress 
in  that  direction,  and  it  was  followed,  some  months  later, 
by  the  act  of  March  3,  1865,  amendatory  of  the  prior  inter- 
nal revenue  acts,  the  sixth  section  of  which  provides  "  that 
every  national  banking  association,  state  bank  or  state 
banking  association  shall  pay  a  tax  of  ten  per  centum  on  the 
amount  of  the  notes  of  any  state  bank  or  state  banking  asso- 
ciation paid  out  by  them  after  the  1st  day  of  July,  1S66.'' 
(13,  U.  S.  St  J  484.)  The  same  provision  was  re-enacted, 
with  a  more  extended  application,  on  the  13th  of  July, 
1866,  in  these  words: — 

"  Every  national  banking  association,  state  bank  or  state 
banking  association  shall  pay  a  tax  of  ten  per  centum  on  the 
amount  of  notes  of  any  person,  state  bank  or  state  banking 
institution  used  for  circulation  and  paid  out  by  them  after 
the  1st  day  of  August,  1866,  and  such  tax  shall  be  assessed 
and  paid  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  com- 
missioner of  internal  revenue."     (14,  U.  S.  Sty  146.) 

The  constitutionality  of  the  last  provision  is  now  drawn 
in  question,  and  the  brief  statement  of  the  recent  legislation 
of  congress  has  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  placing  in  a 
clear  light  its  scope  and  bearing,  especially  as  developed  in 
the  provisions  just  cited.  It  will  be  seen  that  when  the 
policy  of  taxing  bank  circulation  was  first  adopted  in  1863, 
congress  was  inclined  to  discriminate  for,  rather  than  against 
the  circulation  of  the  state  banks ;  but  that  when  the 
country  had  been  sufficiently  furnished  with  a  national  cur- 
rency by  the  issue  of  the.  United  States  and  of  national  bank 
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notes,  the  discrimination  was  turned,  and  very  decidedly 
t-urned,  in  the  opposite  direction. 

The  general  question  now  before  us  is  whether  or  not  the 
tax  of  ten  per  cent  imposed   on  state   banks  or   national 
banks,  paying  out  the  notes  of  individual  or  state  banks 
used  for  circulation,  is  repugnant  to  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States.     It  is  presented  by  a  certificate  of  division 
of  opinion  between  the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Maine,  in  a  suit  brought  by 
the  president,  directors  and  company  of  the  Veazie  Bank 
against  Jeremiah  Fenno,  collector  of  internal  revenue,  for 
the  recovery  of  the  tax,  penalty  and  costs,  paid  by  the  bank 
to  the  collector  under  protest,  and  to  avoid  distraint.     The 
Veazie  bank  is  a  corporation  chartered  by  the  state  of  Maine, 
with  aruthority  to  issue  bank  notes  for  circulation  ;  and  the 
notes  on  which   the  tax  imposed  by  the  act  was  collected 
were  issued  under  this  authority.     There  is  nothing  in  the 
case  showing  that  the  bank  sustained  any  relation  to  the 
st^cte  as  a  financial  agent,  or  that  its  authority  to  issue  notes 
was  conferred  or  exercised  with  any  special  refierence  to 
other  than  private  interests.     The  case   was  presented  to 
the  circuit  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  and 
upon  a  prayer  for  instructions  to  the  jury  the  judges  found 
themselves  opposed  in  opinion  on  three  questions,  the  first 
of  which  was  this — ^whether  the  second  clause  of  the  ninth* 
section  of  the  act  of  congress  of  the  13th  of  July,  1866, 
under  which  the  tax  in  this  case  was  levied  and  collected, 
is  a  valid  and  constitutional  law.     The  other  two  questions 
differ  from  this  in  form  only,  and  need  not  be  recited. 

In  support  of  the  position  that  the  act  of  congress,  so  far 
as  it  provides  for  the  levy  and  collection  of  the  tax,  is  re- 
pugnant to  the  constitution,  two  propositions  have  been 
argued  with  much  force  and  earnestness.  The  first  is,  that 
the  tax  in  question  is  a  direct  tax  and  has  not  been  appor- 
tioned among  the  states  agreeably  to  the  constitution.  The 
second  is,  that  the  act  imposing  the  tax  impairs  a  franchise 
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granted  by  the  state,  and  that  congress  has  no  power  to 
pass  any  law  with  that  intent  or  effect     The  first  of  these 
propositions  will  be  first  examined.     The  difficulty  of  de- 
fining with  accuracy  the  terms  used  in  the  clauses  of  the 
constitution  which  confer  the  power  oi  taxation  upon  con- 
gress, was  felt  in  the  convention  which  framed  that  instru- 
ment, and  has  always  been   experienced  by  courts  when 
called   upon   to   determine   their  meaning.     The    general 
intent   of   the   constitution,   however,   seems  clear.     The 
general  government,  administered  by   the  congres3  of  the 
confederation,  had  been  reduced  to  the  verge  of  impotency 
by  the  necessity  of  relying  for  revenue  upon  requisitions  on 
the  states  ;  and  it  has  a  leading  object  in  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution,  to  relieve  the  government  to  be  organized 
under  it  from  this  necessity  and  confer  upon  it  ample  power 
to  provide  revenue  by  the  taxation  of  persons  and  property. 
And  nothing  is  clearer,  from  the  discussions  in  the  conven- 
tion and  the  discussions  which  preceded  final  ratification  by 
the  necessary  number  of  states,  than  the  purpose  to  give  the 
power  to  congress  as  to  the  taxation  of  everything  except 
exports  in  its  fullest  extent.     The  purpose  is  apparent,  also, 
from  the  terms  in  which  the  taxing  power  is  granted.     The 
power  is  '^to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts  and 
excises,  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  de- 
fence  and   general  welfare  of  the  United   States.^'    More 
comprehensive  words  could  not  have  been  used.     Exports 
only  are,  by  another  provision,  excluded  from  its  application. 
There  are,  indeed,  certain  virtual  limitations  arising  from 
the  principles  of  the  constitution  itself.     It  would  undoubt- 
edly be  an  abuse  of  the  power  if  so  exercised  as  to  impair 
the   separate  existence    and   independent  self-government 
{County  of  Lane  vs.  State  of  Oregon^  7  TTaH.,  73)  of  the  state, 
or  if  exercised  for  ends  inconsistent  with  the  limited  grants 
of  power  in  the  constitution. 

And  there  are  directions  as  to  the  mode  of  exercising  the 
power.     If  congress  sees  fit  to  impose  a  capitation  or  other 
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direct  tax,  it  must  be  laid  in  proportion  to  the  census.    If 
congress  determines  to  impose  duties,  imposts  and  excises, 
they  must  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.   These 
are  not  properly  limitations  of  power.     They  are  simply 
rules  prescribing  the  mode  in  which  it  shall  be  exercised  by 
them.     It  still  extends  to  every  object  of  taxation  except 
exports,  and  may  be  applied  to  every  object  of  taxation  to 
which  it  extends,  in  such  measure  as  congress  may  deter- 
mine.    The  comprehensiveness  of  the  power  thus  given  to 
congress  may  serve  to  explain,  at  least,  the  absence  of  any 
attempt  by  members  of  the  convention  to  decline,  even  in 
the  debate,  the  terms  of  the  grant.     The  words  used  cer- 
tainly described  the  whole  power^  and  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  convention,  that  the  whole  power  should  be  conferred. 
The  definition  of  oarticular  words,  therefore,  became  unim- 
portant.    It  may  be  said,  indeed,  that  this  observation,  how- 
ever just  in  its  application  to  the  general  grant  of  power, 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  rules  by  which  different  descriptions 
of  taxes  are  laid  and  collected.  Direct  taxes  must  be  laid  and 
collected  by  the  rule  of  apportionment.     Duties,  imposts 
and  excises  must  be  laid  and  collected  under  the  rule  of 
uniformity.     The  meaning  of  the  first  rule  is  very  clear,  but 
there  has  always  been  a  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  the  sub- 
jects to  which  it  is  to  be  applied.    The  sense  of  congress 
has  been  shown,  as  we  think  quite  clearly,  in  every  act  im- 
posing direct  taxes.     In  each  of  these  acts  a  gross  sum  has 
been  levied  upon  the  United  States,  and  the  total  amount 
has  been  apportioned  to^  the  several  states,  according  to 
their  respective  numbers  of  inhabitants  as  ascertained  by  the 
last  preceding  cjpnsus.     Having  been  apportioned,  provision 
is  made  for  the  imposition  of  the  tax  upon  the  subjects 
specified  in  the  acts  fixing  its  total  sum.     In  1798,  when 
the  first  direct  tax  was  imposed,  the  total  amount  was  fixed 
at  $2,000,000  (authorities  cited).     In  1813  the  amount  of 
the  second  direct  tax  was  fixed  at  $3,000,000.     In  1815  the 
third  at  $6,000,000,  and  it  was  made  an  annual  tax.     In 
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1816  the  provision  making  the  tax  annual  was  repealed  by 
the  repeal  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  1815,  and  the 
total  amount  was  fixed  for  that  year  at  t3,000,000.     No 
other  direct  tax  was  imposed  until  1861,  when  a  direct  tax 
of  820,000,000  was  laid  and  made  annual ;  but  the  provi- 
sion making  it  annual  was  suspended,  and  no  tax  except 
that  first  made  was  ever  apportioned.    In  each  instance,  the 
total  sum  was  apportioned  among  the  states  by  the  consti- 
tutional rule,  and  was  assessed  at  prescribed  rates  on  the 
subjects  of  the  tax.     The  subjects  in  1798,  1813,  1816  and 
1816  were  lands,  improvements,  dwelling  houses  and  slaves, 
and  in  1861,  land,  improvements  and  dwelling  houses  only. 
Under  the  act  of  1798  slaves  were  assessed  at  fifty  cents 
each ;    under   the   other   acts,  according  to   valuation   by 
assessors.     This  review  shows  that  personal  property,  con- 
tracts, occupations  and  the  like  have  never  been  regarded 
by  congress  as  proper  subjects  of  direct  tax.     It  has  been 
supposed  that  slaves  mubt  be  regarded  an  exception  to  this 
observation.     But  the  exception  is  rather  apparent  than 
real.     As  persons,  slaves  were  proper  subjects  of  a  capita- 
tion tax,  which  is  described  in  the  constitution  as  a  direct 
tax ;  as  property  they  were,  by  the  laws  of  some,  if  not 
most  of  the  states,  classed  as  real  property,  descendible  to 
heirs.     Under  the  first  view  they  would  be  subject  to  the 
tax  of  1798  or  a  capitation  tax ;  under  the  latter  they  would 
be  subject  to  the  tax  of  the  other  years  as  a  realty.     That 
the  latter  view  was  taken  by  the  framers  of  the  acts  after 
179S,  becomes  highly  probable,  \jrhen  it  is  considered  that 
in  the  states  where  the  slaves  were  held,  much  of  the  value 
which    would   otherwise  attach   to   land  passed   into  the 
slaves.     If,  indeed,  the  land  only  had  been  valued  without 
the  slaves,  the   land   would   have   been  subject  to  much 
heavier  proportional  imposition  in  those  states  than  in  the 
states  where  there  were  no  slaves  ;  for  the  proportion  of  tax 
imposed  on  each  state  was  determined  by  population,  with- 
out reference  to  the  subjects  on  which  it  was  to  be  assessed 
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The  fact,  then,  that  slaves  were  valued  under  the  acts  re- 
ferred to,  is  far  from  showing,  as  some  have  supposed,  that 
congress  regarded  personal  property  as  a  proper  object  of 
direct  taxation  under  the  constitution,  shows  only  that 
congress,  after  1798,  regarded  slaves  for  the  purpose  of  tax- 
ation as  realty. 

It  may  be  rightly  affirmed,  therefore,  that  in  the  practical 
construction  of  the  constitution  by  congress  direct  taxes 
have  been  limited  to  taxes  on  land  and  taxes  on  polls  or 
capitation  taxes.  And  this  construction  is  entitled  to  great 
consideration,  especially  in  the  absence  of  anything  adverse 
to  it  in  the  discussions  of  the  convention  which  framed,  and 
of  the  convention  which  ratified  the  constitutron.  What 
does  appear  in  those  discussions,  on  the  contrary,  supports 
the  construction.  Mr.  Madison  says  Mr.  King  asked  what 
was  the  precise  meaning  of  direct  taxation,  and  no  one 
answered.  On  another  day,  when  the  question  of  propor- 
tioning representation  to  taxation,  and  both  to  the  white 
and  three-fifths  of  the  slave  inhabitants,  was  under  consider- 
ation, Mr.  Ellsworth  said : — "  In  case  ol  a  poll  tax  there 
would  be  no  difficulty,"  and  speaking,  doubtless,  of  direct 
taxation,  he  went  on  to  observe,  **  The  sum  allotted  to  a 
state  may  be  levied  without  difficulty,  according  to  the  plan 
used  in  the  state  for  raising  its  own  supplies."  All  this, 
doubtless,  shows  uncertainty  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the 
term  direct  tax  ;  but  it  indicates,  also,  an  understanding  that 
direct  taxes  were  such  as  may  be  levied  by  capitation  and 
on  lands  and  appurtenances,  or  perhaps  by  valuation  and 
assessment  of  personal  property  upon  general  lists,  for  these 
were  subjects  from  which  the  states  at  that  time  usually  re- 
ceived their  supplies.  This  view  received  the  sanction  of 
this  court  two  years  before  the  enactment  of  the  first  law 
imposing  direct  taxes  eo  noniine. 

During  the  February  term  of  1796,  the  constitutionality 
of  the  acts  of  1794,  imposing  duty  on  carriages,  came 
under  consideration  in  the  case  of  HuUon  agt.  The  United 
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States*  Suit  was  brought  by  the  United  States  agaiiiBt 
David  Hutton,  to  recover  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  act, 
for  not  returning  and  paying  duty  on  a  number  of  carriages 
for  the  conveyance  of  persons^  kept  by  the  defendant  for  his 
own  use.  The  law  did  not  provide  for  the  apportiomnent 
of  the  taxes,  and  if  it  was  a  direct  tax,  the  law  was  confess- 
edly unwarranted  by  the  constitution.  The  only  question 
in  the  case^  therefore,  was  whether  or  not  the  tax  was  a 
direct  tax.  The  case  was  one  of  great  expectation,  and  a 
general  interest  was  felt  in  its  determination.  It  was 
argued  in  support  of  the  law  by  Lee,  attorney  general,  and 
Haiiilton,  recently  secretary  of  the  treasury ;  in  opposition 
to  the  tax,' by  Campbell,  attorney  for  the  Virginia  district, 
and  Ingersoll,  attorney  general  of  Pennsylvania.  Of  the 
justices  who  filled  this  bench,  Ellsworth,  Patterson  and 
Wilson  had  been  members,  and  conspicuous  members  of  the 
constitutional  convention,  and  each  of  the  three  had  taken 
part  in  the  discussions  relating  to  direct  taxation.  Ellsworth, 
the  chief  justice,  sworn  into  office  that  morning,  not  having 
heard  the  whole  argument,  declined  taking  part  in  the  de- 
cision. Gushing,  senior  associate  justice,  having  been  pre- 
vented by  indisposition  from  attending  to  the  argument, 
also  refrained  from  expressing  an  opinion.  The  other  judges 
delivered  their  opinions  in  'succession,  the  youngest  in  com- 
mission delivering  the  first  and  the  oldest  the  last.  They 
all  held  that  the  tax  on  carriages,  was  not  a  direct  tax  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  Justice  Chase  was  inclined 
to  think  that  the  direct  taxes  contemplated  by  the  constitu- 
tion are  only  two — a  capitation,  or  poll-tax,  and  a  tax  on 
land.  He  doubted  whether  a  tax  by  a  general  assessment 
of  personal  property  can  be  included  within  the  term  direct 
tax.  Patterson,  who  had  taken  a  leading  part  in  the  consti- 
tutional convention,  went  more  fully  into  the  sense  in  which 
the  words  giving  the  power  of  taxation  were  used  by  that 
body.  In  the  course  of  this  examination  he  said : — '*  Whether 
direct  taxes,  in  the  sense  of  the  constitution,  comprehend 
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any  other  ta)[  than  a  capitation  tax  and  a  tax  on  land  is  a 
questionable  point.  If  congress^  for  instance^  should  tax  in 
the  aggregate,  or  mass^  things  that  generally  pervade  all  the 
states  in  the  Union,  then,  perhaps,  the  rule  of  apportionment 
would  be  the  most  proper,  especially  if  an  assessment  was 
to  intervene.  This  appears  from  the.practice  of  some  of  the 
states  to  have  been  considered  a  direct  tax.  Whether  it  be 
so  under  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  is  a  matter  of 
some  difficulty^  but  as  it  is  not  before  this  court  it  would 
be  improper  to  give  any  decisive  opinion  upon  it.  I  nevei 
entertained  a  doubt  that  the  principle^  I  will  not  say  the 
only  object  that  the  framers  of  the  constitution  contem- 
plated as  falling  within  the  rule  of  apportionment,  '^  was  a 
capitation  tax  and  a  tax  on  land."  Iredell,  delivering  his 
opinion  at  length,  concurred  generally  in  the  views  of 
justices  Chase  and  Pattebsoi7.  Wilson  had  expressed  his 
opinions  to  the  same  general  effect  when  giving  the  decision 
upon  the  circuit,  and  did  not  now  repeat  them.  Neither 
chief  justice  Ellsworth  nor  justice  Gushing  expressed  any 
dissent,  and  it  cannot  be  supposed,  if  in  a  case  so  important, 
their  judgments. had  differed  from  those  announced  that  an 
opportunity  would  not  have  been  given  them,  by  an  order 
for  reargument,  to  participate  in  the  decision. 

It  may  be  safely  assumed,  therefore,  as  the  unanimous 
judgment  of  the  court,  that  a  tax  on  carnages  is  not  a  direct 
tax ;  and  it  may  further  be  taken  as  established,  upon  the 
testimony  of  Patterson,  that  the  words  direct  taxes,  as  used 
in  the  constitution,  comprehends  only  capitation  taxes  and 
taxes  on  land,  and  perhaps  taxes  on  personal  property  by 
general  valuation  and  assessments  of  the  various  descriptions 
possessed  within  the  several  states.  It  follows,  necessarily, 
that  the  power  to  tax  without  apportionment,  extends 
to  all  other  objects.  Taxes  on  other  objects  are  included 
under  the  heads  of  taxes  not  direct,  duties,  imports  and 
excises,  and  must  be  laid  and  collected  by  the  rule  of 
aniformitv. 


158  ^^^^^  YOI^  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Veazie  Bank  agt.  Fenno. 


The  tax  under  consideration  is  a  tax  on  bank  circulation, 
and  may  well  be  classed  under  the  head  of  duties;  certainly 
it  is  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  constitution,  a  direct  tax.  It 
may  be  said  to  come  within  the  same  category  of  taxes  as 
the  tax  on  incomes  of  insurance  companies,  which  this 
court,  in  the  case  of  Tofde  agt.  The  Insurance  Company ^ 
held  not  to  be  a  direct  tax.  Is  it  then,  a  tax  on  a  fran- 
chise granted  by  a  state,  which  congress  upon  any  prin- 
ciple exempting  the  reserved  powers  of  the  states  from 
impairment  by  taxation,  must  be  held  to  have  no  authority 
to  lay  and  collect.  We  do  not  say  that  there  may  not  be 
such  a  tax.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  reserved  rights  of 
the  states,  such  as  the  right  to  pass  laws,  to  give  effect  to 
laws  through  executive  action,  to  administer  justice  through 
the  courts  and  to  employ  all  necessary  agencies  for  legitim- 
ate objects,  are  not  proper  subjects  of  the  taxing  power  of 
congress.  But  it  cannot  b^  admitted  that  franchises  granted 
by  a  state  are  necessarily  exempt  from  taxation,  for  fran- 
chises are  property,  often  very  valuable  and  productive' 
property,  and  when  not  conferred  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  to  some  reserved  powers  of  a  state,  seem  to  be  as 
properly  objects  of  taxation  as  any  other  property.  But  in 
the  case  before  us  the  object  of  taxation  is  not  the  franchise 
of  the  bank,  but  property  created,  or  contents  made  and 
issued,  under  the  franchise  or  power  to  issue  bank  bills.  A 
railroad  company,  in  the  exercise  of  its  corporate  franchises, 
issues  freight  receipts,  bills  of  lading  and  passenger  tickets, 
and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  organization  of  railroads 
is  quite  as  important  to  the  state  as  the  organization  ot 
banks ;  but  it  will  hardly  be  questioned  that  these  contracts 
of  the  company  are  objects  of  taxation  within  the  powers 
of,  and  not  exempted  by  any  relation  to,  the  state  which 
granted  the  charter  of  the  railroad,  and  it  seems  difficult  to 
distinguish  the  taxation  of  notes  issued  for  circulation  from 
the  taxation  of  these  railroad  contracts.  Both  descriptions 
of  contracts  are  means  of  profit  to  the  corporation  which 
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issues  them^  and  both,  as  we  think^  may  properly  be  made 
contributory  to  the  public  revenue. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  tax  in  the  case  before  us 
is  excessive,  and  so  excessive  as  to  indicate  a  purpose  on 
the  part  of  congress  to  destroy  the  franchise  of  the  bank, 
and  is  therefore  beyond  the  constitutional  powers  of  con- 
gress.    The  first  answer  to  this  is  that  the  judicial,  cannot 
prescribe  to  the  legislative  department  of  the  government 
limitations  on  the  exercise  of  acknowledged  powers.     The 
power  to  tax  may  be  exercised  oppressively  upon  persons, 
but  the  responsibility  of  the  legislature  is  not  to  the  courts, 
but  to  the  people,  by  whom  its  members  are  elected;  so 
that  if  a  particular  tax  bears  heavily  upon  a  corporation  or 
a  class  of  corporations,  it  cannot  therefore  be  pronounced 
contrary  to  the  constitution.     But  there  is  another  answer 
which  vindicates  equally  the  wisdom  and  the  power  of 
congress.     It  cannot  be  doubtec^that  under  the  constitution 
the  power  to  provide  circulation  of  coin  is  given  to  congress, 
and  it  is  settled  by  the  uniform  practice  of  the  government, 
and  by  repeated  decisions,  that  congress  may  constitution- 
ally authorize  the  emission  of  bills  of  credit.     It  is  not  im- 
portant here  to  decide  whether  the  quality  of  legal  tender 
in  payment  of  debts  can  be  constitutionally  important  to 
these  bills,  but  it  is  enough  to  say  that  there  can  be  no 
question  of  the  power  of  the  government  to  emit  them,  to 
make  them  receivable  in  payment  of  debts  to  itself,  to  fit 
them  for  use  by  those  who  see  fit  to  use  them  in  all  the 
transactions  of  commerce,  to  provide  for  their  redemption 
in  cnin  or  otherwise,  and  thus  to  make  them  a  currency 
uniform  in  value  and  description,  and  convenient  and  useful 
for  circulation.     These  powers,  untO  recently,  were  only 
partially  and  occasionally  exercised.     Lately,  however,  they 
have  been  called  into  full  activity,  and  congress  has  under- 
taken to  supply  a  currency  for  the  entire  country.     The 
methods  adopted  for  the  supply  of  this  currency  were  briefly 
explained  in  the  first  part  of  this  opinion.     It  no^  consists 
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of  coin,  of  United  States  notes^  and  of  the  notes  of  the 
national  banks.  Both  descriptions  of  notes  are  properly 
described  as  bills  of  credit,  for  both  are  furnished  by  the 
government,  both  are  issued  on  the  credit  of  the  goveni- 
ment,  and  the  government  is  responsible  for  the  redemption 
of  both,  primarily  as  to  the  first  description  and  alternately 
as  to  the  second.  When  these  bills  shall  be  made  converti- 
ble into  coin  at  the  will  of  the  holder,  this  currency  will 
perhaps  satisfy  as  fully  the  wants  of  the  community  as  any 
mixed  currency  that  can  be  devised. 

Having  thus,  in  the  exercise  of  undoubted  constitutional 
power,  undertaken  to  provide  a  currency  for  the  whole 
country,  it  cannot  be  questioned  that  congress  may  consti- 
tutionally secure  the  benefit  of  it  to  the  public  by  appro- 
priate legislation.  To  this  end  congress  has  denied  the 
quality  of  legal  tender  to  foreign  coins,  and  has  provided  by 
law  against  the  imposition  pf  counterfeit  and  base  coin  on 
the  community.  To  the  same  end  congress  may  discourage 
by  suitable  enactments  the  circulation  as  money  of  any 
notes  not  issued  under  its  own  authority. 

Without  this  power,  indeed,  its  attempt  to  secure  a  sound 
and  uniform  currency  for  the  country,  must  be  futile. 
Viewed  in  this  light,  as  well  as  in  the  other  light  of  a  duty 
on  contracts  or  profierty,  we  cannot  doubt  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  tax  under  consideration.  The  three  questions 
certified  from  the  circuit  court  of  the  district  of  Maine 
must,  therefore,  be  answered  affirmatively. 

Disaenting  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson.  C<mcurred  in 
by  Mr.  Justice  Davis.  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court  in  this  case.  The  Veazie 
Bank  was  incorporated  by  the  legislature  of  the  state  of 
Maine  in  1848,  with  a  capital  of  $200,000,  and  was  invested 
with  the  customary  powers  of  a  banking  institution,  and 
among  others  the  power  of  receiving  deposits,  discounting 
paper  and  issuing  notes  or  bills  for  circulation.  The  con- 
stitutional authority  of  the  state  to  create  these  institutions 
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and  to  inyest  them  with  full  banking  powers  is  hardly 
denied ;  but  it  may  be  useful  to  recur  for  a  few  moments  to 
the  source  of  this  authority.  The  tenth  amendment  to  the 
constitution  is  as  follows : — 

'*  The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the 
constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  states  are  reserved 
to  the  states  respectively,  or  to  the  people/' 

On  looking  into  the  constitution  it  will  be  found  that 
there  is  no  clause  or  provision  which,  either  expressly  or 
by  reasonable  implication,  delegates  this  power  to  the 
federal  government  which  originally  belonged  to  the  states, 
nor  any  which  prohibited  it  to  them.  In  the  discussions 
on  the  subject  of  the  creation  of  the  first  bank  of  the  United 
Slates  in  the  first  congress  and  in  the  cabinet  of  Washington 

ft 

in  1790  and  1791,  no  question  was  made  as  to  the  constitu^ 
tionality  of  the  state  banks.  The  only  doubt  that  existed 
and  which  divided  the  opinion  of  the  most  eminent  states- 
men oi  the  day,  many  of  whom  had  just  largely  participated 
in  the  formation  of  the  constitution  of  the  government 
which  they  were  then  engaged  in  organizing  was,  whether 
or  not  congress  possessed  a  concurrent  power  to  incorporate 
a  banking  institution  of  the  United  States.  Mr.  Hamiltou 
in  his  celebrated  report  on  a  national  bank  to  the  house  of 
representatives,  discussed  at  some  length  the  question 
whether  or  not  it  would  be  expedient  to  substitute  t'ue  Bank 
of  North  America,  located  in  Philadelphia,  and  which  had 
accepted  a  charter  from  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania,  in 
the  place  of  organizing  a  new  bank.  And,  although  he 
finally  came  to  the  conclusion  to  organize  a  new  one,  there 
is  not  a  suggestion  or  intimation  as  to  the  illegality  or  un- 
constitutionality of  this  state  bank.  The  act  incorporating 
this  bank;  passed  February  25,  1791,  prohibited  the  estab- 
lishment of  any  other  by  congress  during  its  charter,  but 
said  nothing  as  to  the  state  banks.  A  like  prohibition  is 
contained  in  the  act  incorporating  the  Bank  of  the  United 
States  of   1816.     The  constitutionality  of  a  bank  incor- 
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porated  by  congress  was  iSrst  settled  by  the  judgment  of 
this  court,  in  McCuUoch  agt.  The  State  of  Maryland^  in 
1819.  (4  WheatoHy  p.  316.)  In  that  case  both  the  counsel 
and  the  court  recognize  the  legality  and  constitutionality  of 
banks  incorporated  by  the  states.  The  constitutionality  of 
the  Bank  of  the  United  States  was  again  discussed,  and 
decided  in  the  case  of  Osborn  agt.  United  States  Bank — (9 
WheatoHj  p.  738) — and  in  connection  with  this  was  argued 
and  decided  a  point  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  Bank 
agt.  The  Planters?  Bank  of  Georgia^  which  was  common  to 
both  cases.  The  question  was  whether  the  circuit  courts  of 
the  United  States  had  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  brought  by  the 
United  States  Bank  against  The  Planters*  Bank  of  Georgiay 
incorporated  by  that  state,  and  in  which  the  state  was  a 
stockholder!  {Wheat pp.  804, 904.)  The  court  held  in  both 
cases  that  it  had. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  down  to  the  pre- 
sent act  of  congress,  and  the  case  now  before  us,  the  question 
in  congress  and  in  the  courts  has  been  not  whether  the 
state  banks  were  constitutional  institutions,  but  whether 
congress  bad  the  power  conferred  on  it  to  establish  a  national 
bank.  As  we  have  said  that  question  was  closed  by  the 
judgment  of  this  court  in  McCuUoch  agt.  The  State  of  Mary- 
land. At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  there 
were  four  state  banks  in  existence  and  in  operation,  one  in 
each  of  the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  Massachusetts 
and  Maryland.  The  one  in  Philadelphia  had  been  originally 
chartered  by  the  confederation,  but  subsequently  took  a 
charter  under  the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  The  framers  of 
the  constitution  were  therefore  familiar  with  these  state 
banks,  and  the  circulation  of  their  paper  as  money,  and  were 
also  familiar  with  the  practice  of  the  states,  which  was  so 
common,  to  issue  biUs  of  credit,  which  were  bills  issued  by 
the  state  exclusively  on  its  own  credit  aud  intended  to 
circulate  as  currency,  redeemable  at  a  future  day.  They 
guarded  the  people  against  the  evil  of  this  practice  of  the 
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state  governments  by  the  provision  in  the  tenth  section  of 
the  first  article :  '^  that  no  state  shall  emit  bills  of  credit  f 
and  in  the  same  section  guarded  against  any  abuse  of  paper 
money   of  the  state  banks  in  the  following  words :  "  Nor 
make  anything  but  gold  and  silver  coin  a  tender  in  payment 
of  debts."     As  bills  of  credit  were  thus  entirely  abolished^ 
the  paper  money  of  the  state  banks  was  the  only  currency 
or  circulating  medium  to  which  this  prohibition  could  have 
had  any  application,  and  was  the  only  currency,  except  gold 
and  silver,  left  to  the  states.     The  prohibition  took  from 
this  paper  all  coercive  circulation,  and  left  it  to  stand  alone 
upon  the  credit  ot  the  bank.     It  was  no  longer  irredeema- 
ble  currency,  as   the   banks   were   under  obligation — and 
including  frequently  that  of  its  stockholders — ^to   redeem 
their  paper  in  circulation  in  gold  or  silver  at  the  counter. 
The  state  banks  were  left  in  this  condition  by  the  constitu- 
tion, untouched  by  any  other  provision.     As  a  consequence 
they  were  gradually  established  in  most  or  all  of  the  states, 
and  had  not  been  encroached  upon  or  legislated  against,  or 
in  any  other  way  interfered  with  by  acts  of  congress  for ' 
more  than  three-quarters  of  a  century — ^from  1787  to  1864. 
But  in  addition  to  the  above  recognition  of  the  state  banks, 
the  question  of  their  constitutionality  came  directly  before 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Briscoe  agt.  The  Batik  of  the  Com- 
monweaUh  of  Kentucky  (11  Pet  257).     The  case  was  most 
elaborately  discussed  both  by  the  counsel  and  the  court. 
The  court  after  the  fullest  consideration  held  that  the  states 
possessed  the  power  to  grant  charters  to  state  banks;  that 
the  power  was  incident  to  sovereignty ;  and  that  there  was 
no  limitation  in  the  federal  constitution  on  its  exercise  by 
the  states.     The  court  observed  that  the  Bank  of  North 
America,  of  Massachusetts,  and  some  others,  were  in  opera- 
tion at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution ;  and 
that  it  could  not  be  supposed  the  notes  of  these  banks  were 
intended  to  be  inhibited  by  that  instrument,  or  that  they 
were  considered  as  bills  of  credit  within  its  meaning.     All 
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the  judges  concurred  in  this  judgment,  except  Mr.  Justice 
Stobt.  The  decision  in  this  case  was  affirmed  in  Woodruff 
.agt.  TrapnaU  (10  How.  205),  in  Darrington  agt.  The  Bank 
of  Alabama  (13  to.  12),  and  in  Curran  agt.  State  of  Arhan*. 
SOS  (l5  id.  317). 

Chancellor  Kent  observes  that  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  his 
commentaries  on  the  constitution  {vol.  Syp.  19),  seems  to 
be  of  opinion  that  independent  of  the  long  continued  prac- 
tice from  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  the 
states  would  not,  upon  a  sound  construction  of  the  consti- 
tution, if  the  question  was  res  integral  be  authorized  to 
incorporate  banks,  with  a  power  to  circulate  bank  paper 
as  currency,  inasmuch  as  they  are  expressly  prohibited  from 
coining  money.  He  cites  the  opinion  of  Mr.^Webster,  of 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  of  Mr.  Dexter,  formerly 
Secretary  of  War,  on  the  same  side.  But  the  Chancellor 
observes,  the  equal,  if  not  the  greater,  authority  of  Mr. 
Hamilton,  the  earliest  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  may  be 
cited  in  support  of  a  different  opinion,  and  the  contempor- 
ary sense  and  uniform  practice  of  the  nation  are  decisive  of 
the  question.  He  further  observes:  *'The  prohibition  of 
bills  of  credit  does  not  extend  to  bills  emitted  by  indivi- 
duals, singly  or  collectively,  whether  associated  under  a 
private  agreement  for  banking  purposes,  as  was  the  case 
under  the  Bank  of  New  York  prior  to  its  earliest  charter, 
which  was  in  the  winter  of  1791 ;  or,  acting  under  a  char- 
ter of  incorporation,  so  long  as  the  state  lends  not  its  credit 
or  obligation  or  coercion  to  sustain  the  circulation.  In  the 
case  of  Briscoe  agt.  The  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth  ofKen^ 
tiAcTcifj  he  observes :  ''  This  question  was  put  at  rest  by  the 
opinion  of  the  court;  that  there  was  no  limitation  in  the 
constitution  on  the  power  of  the  states  to  incorporate 
banks,  and  these  notes  were  not  intended  nor  were  consi- 
dered as  bills  of  credit."  (Kenth  Com.,  p.  409;  marg.  note 
of  tenth  ed.) 

The  constitutional  power  of  the  states  being  thus  estab 
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lished  by  incontrovertible  authority  to  create  state  banking 
institutions,  the  next  question  is  whether  or  not  the  tax  in 
question  can  be  upheld,  consistent  with  the  enjoyment  of 
this  power.  The  act  of  congress  of  July  13,  1866  (4,  Stat 
at  Large  146,  s.  9.),  declares  that  the  state  banks  shall  pay 
ten  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  their  notes  or  the  notes  of 
any  person  or  other  state  banks  used  for  circulation  and 
paid  out  by  them  after  the  1st  of  August,  1866.  In  addi- 
tion to  this  tax,  there  is  also  a  tax  of  five  per  cent,  per 
annum  upon  all  dividends  to  stockholders  (13  P.  283,  120), 
besides  a  duty  of  one-twenty-fourth  of  one  per  cent, 
monthly  upon  all  deposits,  and  the  ^me  monthly  duty 
upon  the  capital  of  the  bank  {id.  211  j  110).  This  makes  an 
aggregate  of  some  sixteen  per  cent,  imposed  annually  upon 
these  banks.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  tax  of  ten  per 
cent  upon  the  bills  in  circulation  is  not  a  tax  upon  the 
property  of  the  institutions.  The  bills  in  circulation  are 
not  the  property  but  the  debts  of  the  bank,  and  in  their 
account  of  debts  and  credits  are  placed  to  the  debit  side. 
Certainly  no  government  has  yet  made  the  discovery  of 
taxing  both  sides  of  this  account— debit  and  credit — as  the 
property  of  a  taxable  person  or  corporation.  If  both  these 
items  could  be  made  available  for  this  purpose  a  heavy 
national  debt  need  not  create  any  very  great  alarm,  either 
as  it  respects  its  pressure  on  the  industry  of  .the  country  for 
the  time  being  or  of  its  possible  duration.  The  imposition 
upon  the  banks  cannot  be  upheld  as  a  tax  upon  property, 
neither  could  it  have  been  so  intended.  It  is  simply  a 
mode  by  which  the  powers  or  faculties  of  the  states  to 
incorporate  banks  are  subjected  to  taxation,  and  which,  if 
maintainable,  may  annihilate  these  powers.  No  person 
questions  the  authority  of  congress  to  tax  the  property  of 
the  banks  and  of  all  other  corporate  bodies  of  a  state  the 
same  as  that  of  individuals.  They  are  artificial  bodies, 
representing  the  associated  pecuniary  means  of  real  persons, 
which  constitute  their  business  capital,  and  the  property 
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thus  invested  is  open  and  subject  to  taxation  with  all  the 
property,  real  and  personal,  of  the  state.  A  tax  upon  this 
property,  and  which  by  the  constitution  is  to  be  uniform, 
affords  full  scope  to  the  taxing  powers  of  the  fedend  govern- 
ment, and  is  consistent  with  the  power  of  the  states  to 
create  the  banks,  and  in  our  judgment,  is  the  only  subject 
of  taxation  by  this  government  to  which  these  institutions 
are  liable. 

As  we  have  seen  in  the  fore  part  of  this  opinion,  the 
power  to  incorporate  banks  was  not  surrendered  to  the  fede- 
ral government,  but  reserved  to  the  states,  and  it  follows 
that  the  constitutioh  itself  protects  them,  or  should  protect 
them,  from  any  encroachment  upon  this  right.  As  to  the 
powers  thus  reserved  the  states  are  as  supreme  as  before 
they  entered  into  the  Union  and  are  entitled  to  the  unre- 
strained exercise  of  them.  The  question  as  to  the  taxation 
of  the  powers  and  faculties  belonging  to  governments  is  not 
new  in  this  court.  The  bonds  of  the  federal  government 
have  been  held  to  be  exempt  from  state  taxation.  Why  I 
Because  they  were  issued  under  the  power  in  the  constitu- 
tion to  borrow  money,  and  the  tax  would  be  a  tax  upon  the 
power;  and  as  there  can  be  no  limitation  to  the  extent  of 
the  tax,  the  power  to  borrow  might  be  destroyed;  so  in  the 
instance  of  the  United  States  notes,'  or  legal  tenders  as  they 
are  called,  issued  under  a  constructive  power  to  issue  bills 
of  credit,  as  no  express  power  is  given  in  the  constitution, 
they  are  exempt  from  state  taxation  for  a  like  reason,  as  in 
the  case  of  government  bonds.  And  we  learn  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case  that  one  step  further  is 
taken,  and  that  is,  that  the  notes  of  the  national  batiks  are 
exempt  as  bills  of  credit  issued  indirectly  by  the  govern- 
ment, and  it  follows,  of  course,  from  this  that  the  banks 
used  as  instruments  to  issue  and  put  in  circulation  these 
notes  are  also  exempt.  We  are  not  complaining  of  this. 
Our  purpose  is  to  show  how  important  it  is  to  the  proper 
protection  of  the  reserved  rights  of  the  states  that  their 
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powers  and  prerogatives  should  be  exempt  from  federal 
taxation  and  how  fatal  to  their  existence  if  permitted. 

It  is  true  that  the  present  decision  strikes  only  at  the 
power  to  create  banks;  but  no  person  can  fail  to  see  that 
the  principle  involved  affects  the  power  to  create  any  other 
description  of  corporations^  such  as  railroads,  turnpikes, 
manufacturing  companies  and  others.  This  taxation  of  the 
powers  and  faculties  of  the  state  governments,  which  are 
essential  to  their  sovereignties  and  to  the  efficient  and  inde- 
pendent management  and  administration  of  their  internal 
affairs,  is,  for  the  first  time,  advanced  as  an  attribute  of 
federal  authority.  It  finds  no  support  or  confidence  in  the 
early  history  of  the  government,  or  in  the  opinions  of  the 
illustrious  statesmen  who  founded  it.  These  statesmen 
scrupulously  abstained  from  any  encroachment  upon  the 
reserved  rights  of  the  states,  and  within^  these  limits  sus- 
tained and  supported  them  as  sovereign  states. 

We  say  nothing  as  to  the  purpose  of  this  heavy  tax  of 
some  sixteen  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  banks,  ten  of 
which  we  cannot  but  regard  as  imposed  upon  the  power  of 
the  state  to  create  them,  though  the  purpose  is  scarcely  con- 
cealed, in  the  opinion  of  the  court — namely,  to  encourage 
the  national  banks.  It  is  sufficient  to  add  that  the  burden 
of  the  tax,  while  it  has  encouraged  these  banks,  has  proved 
fatal  to  the  existence  of  those  of  the  states ;  and  if  we  are 
at  liberty  to  judge  of  the  purpose  of  an  act  from  the  conse- 
quences that  has  followed  it,  it  is  not,  perhaps,  going  too 
far  to  say  that  these  consequences  were  intended. 
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Heath  and  others  agt.  The  Officers  op  the  New  York 
Gold  Exchange,  and  The  Mekbers  op  the  Arbitra- 
tion Committee  op  the  Board. 

Aflsaming  that  any  members  of  the  Ifew  Tori  Gold  Exchange^  peraonallj  assenting  to 
the  constitntion  and  by-lawe  of  the  aBSoeiatlon,  eetablish  therebj  a  ^alid  contract 
between  them  and  the  other  members  of  the  association,  the  only  binding  force  or 
effect  that  the  seventh  article  (which  provides  for  settling  claims  and  differences  br 
the  arbitration  committee  thereby  appointed)  has  upon  such  members,  is  that  it 
shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  an  <ngreement  in  writing  made  by  perton*  to 
tuimiit  to  the  decinon  of  one  or  more  arbitrators  any  controversy  existing  between  tftem. 

By  the  Revised  Statutes  a  party  is  permitted  to  revoke  the  powers  of  the  arbitrators 
at  any  time  before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted  to  them  for  their  decision. 

The  plaintiflfs  in  tnis  case  had  a  right  to  revoke  and  annul,  as  they  allege  in  their 
complaint  they  did,  any  power  to  arbitrate,  they  may  have  previously  conferred 
upon  either  the  Gk>ld  Exchange  or  the  Arbitration  Committee  thereof. 

Whether,  therefore,  they  be  regarded  as  members  of  the  defendants'  organization, 
as  they  claim  they  are  in  their  original  complaint,  or  as  having  resigned  and 
ceased  to  be  such  meAibers.  as  they  allege  in  their  supplemental  complaint,  they 
having  revoked  and  annulled  any  contract  of  submission  to  arbitration  tliey  may 
have  made,  any  action  which  the  Gold  Exchange  or  the  Arbitration  Committee 
thereof  may  take  in  the  premises,  will  amount  to  nothing.  The  defendants  can- 
not enforce  any  award  or  judgment  that  they  may  make  or  render;  consequently 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  be  affected  or  injured  by  it  in  any  way,  and  are  not  entitled 
to  a  temporary  injunction. 

/fecial  Term  J  Decenibery  1869. 

Motion  made  to  continue  a  preliminary  injunction  against 
the  defendants,  restraining  the  Arbitration  Committee  from 
acting  on  or  adjusting  certain  claims  for  differences  claimed 
to  have  arisen  out  of  the  transactions  of  the  84th  of  Sep- 
tember last,  in  favor  of  Livermore  &  Co.  The  preliminary 
injunction  was  granted  on  a  complaint  setting  forth  Heath 
&  Co.  as  being  still  members  of  the  board,  which  attempted 
to  work  injury  to  their  credit,  and  otherwise,  by  arbitrating 
on  the  claims  against  them,  in  which  arbitration  plaintiflfs 
claimed  that  they  could  not  have  a  fair  and  definite  deter- 


NEW  YORK  PIUOnCE  REPORTS.  ]  69 

Heath  agt  New  Tork  Gk>ld  Exchange. 

mination  of  their  rights;  and  the  injunction  is  asked  to  be 
continued  on  a  supplemental  complaint,  setting  forth  that 
Heath  &  Co.  have  tendered  their  resignation  as  members  of 
the  Gold  Exchange,  and  are  therefore  no  longer  subject  to 
its  rules  or  the  action  of  its  Arbitration  Committee. 

Martin  and  Smtth^s,  far  plaintiff's. 

BnsRiLL,  Davison  &  Burbill,  far  defendants. 

LoEW,  J.  As  the  injunction  which  was  issued  in  this 
action  has  been  modified  with  the  consent  of  the  phiintifiTs, 
so  that  the  officers  and  members  of  the  Gold  Exchange  and 
the  Arbitration  Committee  thereof  are  now  only  enjoined 
and  restrained  from  holding  any  arbitration  in  respect  to  the 
claims  of  W.  F.  Livermore  &  Co.  against  the  plaintiffs,  I 
shall  only  consider  that  point. 

By  article  7  of  the  constitution  of  the  New  Tork  Gold 
Exchange— of  which  plaintiffs  are,  or  were,  members— it  is 
provided  as  follows:  ^*  The  Arbitration  Committee  shall 
consist  of  a  chairman,  to  be  elected  annually  by  ballot  and 
to  serve  for  one  year,  and  two  members,  to  be  appointed  by 
the  president  on  the  Ist  of  every  month,  to  serve  for  one 
month.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  committee  to  take  cog- 
nizance of  and  exercise  jurisdiction  over  all  claims  and  mat- 
ters of  difference  between  the  members  of  the  board,  and 
their  decision  shall  be  final." 

The  precise  effect  of  an  arbitration  clause  like  this,  in  the 
constitution  of  an  unincorporated  association  like  the  Gold 
Exchange,  upon  persons  who  voluntarily  become  members 
thereof,  and  agree  to  submit  to  and  abide  by  the  constitution 
and  by-laws  of  the  same,  has,  I  believe,  never  been  judi- 
cially determined.  Before  the  constitution  and  laws  of  such 
an  association  can  have  any  binding  force  whatever  upon  a 
member  thereof,  which  will  be  recognized  and  enforced  by 
the  courts,  it  must  appear  that  such  member  personally 
assented  to  their  provision 8.       {Austin  agt.    Searing^    14 
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N.  Y.,  page  112).  Assuming  that  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action  assented  to  the  constitution  of  the  Gold 
Exchange  in  such  a  manner  {iS  to  establish  a  valid  contract 
between  them  and  the  other  members  of  the  association, 
the  question  arises  what  binding  force  or  effect  has  this 
seventh  article  upon  them  ?  In  my  opinion  the  most  that 
can  possibly  be  claimed  for  it  is  that  it  should  have  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  an  agreement  in  writing  made  by 
persons  to  submit  to  the  decision  of  one  or  more  arbitrators 
any  controversy  existing  between  them.  If  I  am  correct  in 
this  conclusion  it  will  become  necessary  to  ascertain  what 
the  law  is  in  regard  to  an  ordinary  agreement  to  submit  a 
matter  in  difiisrence  to  arbitration. 

For  the  reason  that  the  enforcement  of  such  agreements 
is  deemed  against  public  policy,  and,  as  courts  of  justice  are 
presumed  to  be  better  capable  of  administering  and  enforc- 
ing the  real  rights  of  the  parties  than  mere  private  arbitra* 
tors,  such  agreements  are  not  enforced  either  by  a  court  of 
law  or  a  court  of  equity.     (2  Storj/s  Equity  Jurisp.y  1,457 ; 

1  Storifs  Equity  Jurisp.^  607  ;  Kill  agt.  HoUisteTj  1  Wilson^ 
129;  Street  agt.  Eigby^  6  Vesey^  815;  Agar  agt.  Ma^cMaw^ 

2  Sim.  &  Stew.,'  418;  Milnes  agt.  Geery,  14  Vesey,  400; 
Thompson  agt.  ChamocJc,  8  Term,  139 ;  Haggart  agt.  Mor- 
gan, 5  JV.  Y.,  422).  But  after  an  award  has  been  made  it 
is  conclusive  on  the  parties,  and  may  be  enforced  if  it  is 
unimpeached  and  unimpeachable.  (2  Story^s  Equity  Jurisp., 
§  1,458). 

By  the  Revised  Statutes  a  party  is  permitted  to  revoke 
the  powers  of  the  arbitrators  at  any  time  before  the  cause 
is  finally  submitted  for  their  decision.  (2  Bev,  Stat.,  544,  ^ 
23 ;  Curtis  agt.  Barnes,  30  Barb.,  225 ;  AUen  agt.  Watson, 
16  Johns.,  205).  This  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  it 
seems,  applies  to  all  cases  of  submission  to  arbitration. 
{Bloomer  agt.  Sherman,  2  Edw,,  452,  and  see  same  case  on 
appeal,  5  Paige,  575).  And  the  court  of  appeals  in  the 
case  of  Austin  agt.  Searing  {supra),  speaking  of  such  volun- 
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tary  associations,  like  the  Gold  Exchange,  says :  "  To  create 
a  judicial  tribunal  is  one  of  the  functions  of  sovereign 
power ;  and,  although  parties  may  always  make  such  tri- 
bunals for  themselves  in  any  specific  case,  by  a  submission 
'  to  arbitration,  yet  the  power  is  guarded  by  the  most  cau- 
tious rules.  A  contract  that  the  parties  will  submit,  confers 
no  power  on  the  arbitrator,  and,  even  when  there  is  an 
actual  submission,  it  may  be  revoked  at  any  time.^'  In  my 
opinion,  therefore,  the  plaintiflb  had  a  perfect  right  to 
revoke  and  annul — ^as  they  allege  in  their  complaint  they 
did — any  power  to  arbitrate  they  may  have  previously  con- 
ferred upon  either  the  Gold  Exchange  or  the  arbitration 
committee  thereof. 

I  do  not  understand  that  these  views  in  anywise  conflict 
with  the  case  of  White  agt.  BrotvneU,  decided  by  this  court, 
(3  Ahb.  R.  K  S.J  218 ;  4  Abb.  B.  N.  S.,  162).  It  was  there 
decided  that  the  open  board  of  brokers  had  the  right  to 
suspend  or  expel  a  member  upon  a  breach  of  the  by-laws 
by  him  in  respect  to  the  fulfillment  of  a  contract.  And 
although  the  question  of  the  effect  of  the  arbitration  in  that 
case  was  the  subject  of  discussion,  yet  the  court,  both  at 
special  and  general  term,  refused  to  pass  on  that  question. 
Now,  whether  the  plaintiffs  be  regarded  as  members  of  the 
defendants'  organization — as  they  claim  they  are  in  their 
original  complaint — or  as  having  resigned  and  ceased  to  be 
such  members,  as  they  allege  in  their  supplemental  com- 
plaint, they  having  revoked  and  annulled  any  contract  of 
submission  to  arbitration  they  may  have  made,  any  action 
which  the  Gold  Exchange  or  the  arbitration  committee 
thereof  may  take  in  the  premises  will  amount  to  nothing. 
The  defendants  cannot  enforce  any  award  or  judgment  that 
they  may  make  or  render;  and  I  apprehend  that  the  plain- 
tiffs could  not  be  affected  or  injured  by  it  in  any  way. 
Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  it  would  seem  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  e?ititled  to  a  temporary  injunction. 

A  court  of  equity  should  be  extremely  cautious  in  the 
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exercise  of  the  power  to  issue  an  injunction^  and  should 
award  it  only  in  very  clear  cases.  {Woodward  agt.  Harris^ 
2  Barb.y  439).  It  should  not  be  granted  in  every  case  in 
which  a  party  brings  himself  within  the  letter  of  section  219 
of  the  Code ;  but  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury  which 
the  plaintiff  would  suffer  if  the  injunction  were  withheld 
should  be  taken  into  consideration.  {Brttce  agt.  Delaware 
and  Hudson  Canal  Company ^  19  Barh^  371;  CroMatin  hgt. 
Oriental  Bank,  16  How,  R.,  253 ;  McCafferty  agt.  Qlcurierj 
10  id.,  475).  The  motion  to  continue  the  injunction  should 
be  denied;  and  the  temporary  injunction  dissolved. 
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Alva    J.    Lord   and  others   agt.  E.  J.  Richmond  and 

others. 

A  tkerif  has  no  anthority  or  right  to  employ  an  OMctioneer  to  sell  property  upon 
execQtion  levied  upon  by  him  and  charge  a  commitswn  therefor,  in  addition  to  his 
poundage,  to  be  dedocted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

Nor  can  a  sheriff  charge  as  a  disbursement,  after  levying;  and  taking  property  npon 
execation,  any  som  for  the  services  of  a  vaiehman  to  keep  and  take  care  of  the 
property.    There  is  no  anthority,  any  where,  for  either  of  these  charges. 

Special  Term,  December  1869. 

Application  to  tax  and  allow  amounts  of  sberifis  fees  on 
execution. 

Eugene  Smith,  plaintiffs  attorney j  for  the  motion. 

FiTHiAN^  J.  It  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case,  sub- 
mitted to  me  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff,  that  there  came  to  him 
seven  different  executions  on  judgments  in  favor  of  different 
plaintifis,  of  whom  the  plaintiffs  above  named  were  one. 
The  plaintiffs'  execution  was  No.  six  in  the  order  in  which 
they  came  to  the  sheriff.  The  executions  prior  to  plaintiffs 
amounted  in  all,  exclusive  of  interest,  to  $1,500.00.  Plain- 
tiffs execution  was  for  $273.28.  The  first  execution  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  not  earlier  than  the  27th  of  August ; 
for  that  was  the  day  when  the  first  judgment  was  recovered. 
When  the  sheriff  made  a  levy  under  any  of  these  executions 
does  not  appear  from  any  statement  in  behalf  of  the  sherifi; 
but  at  some  time,  there  was  a  levy  made  on  a  stock  of 
brushes  at  defendants  store,  No.  506  Pearl  street.  The  stock 
was  sold  out  by  the  sheriff  on  the  1 2th  ot  November,  and 
realized  in  gross  the  sum  of  $2,350.     From  these  proceeds 
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of  the  sale,  the  sheriff  satisfied  the  first^  second,  third  and 
fourth^  in  their  order  of  the  executions  in  his  hands,  and 
applied  $290.16  on  account  of  the  fifth  execution,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  $1,551.29.  The  sheriff  claims  to  retain 
the  balance  of  the  sale,  viz.,  $798.71,  as  and  for  his  fees  and 
disbursements.  Plaintiffs  in  this  action  (No.  6),  object  to 
the  amounts  of  this  charge  of  the  sheriff,  and  claim  that 
sufficient  of  those  monies  retained  should  be  paid  to  them  to 
satisfy  their  judgment. 

Of  the  items  going  to  make  up  this  bill  of  $798.71,  one 
is  a  charge  of  five  per  cent,  commission  paid  to  an  auctioneer 
for  selling  the  goods,  amounting  to  $117.50,  and  another  is 
for  paying  a  watchman  for  watching  these  goods  one  hun- 
dred days  and  nights,  $600.     These  two  items  are  objected 
to  ;   and  I  am  of  opinion  the  objection  is  well  taken.     By 
statute  the  sheriff  and  his  deputies  (as  many  as  he  chooses 
to  appoint)  are  authorized  to  act  as  auctioneers  and  sell 
goods  levied  upon  at  public  auction.     And  for  this  they  are 
authorized  to  charge  and  retain  certain  fees  called  ^'  pound- 
age," which  is  another  word  for  commissions.     This  fee  the 
sheriff  has  very  properly  charged  and  retained  in  this  case. 
But  I  am  not  aware  of  any  law  authorizing  the  sheriff  to 
employ  an  auctioneer  to  sell  goods  and  pay  him  out  of  the 
fund  double  what  the  sheriff  has  a  right  to  retain  for  him- 
self for  the  same  services.     This  item  must  be  stricken  out. 
And  the  same  as  to  the  charge  for  employing  keepers.   I  am 
not  aware  of  any  statute  authorizing  the  employing  or  pay- 
ing "  keepers"  of  goods  or  property  levied  upon  on  final 
execution.     On   receiving   an   execution   the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  is  to  levy  at  once  on  any  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  he  can  find.     And  he  may,  if  he  choose,  sell  on  six 
day^  notice  (as  to  personal  property),  or  he  may  delay  for 
sixty  days ;   but  if  he  does  so  delay,  it  is  for  his  own  con- 
venience or  that  of  the  judgment  debtor.     He  has  no  right 
to  charge  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  with  any  expenses 
of  such  delay  or  deduct  any  such  expense  out  of  the  fund. 
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Here  is  S600  charged  by  the  sheriff  for  paying  a  man  to 
watch  $2^300  worth  of  goods  held  by  him  under  a  levy  upon 
execution  until  such  time  as  he  shall  be  ready  to  sell^  when 
probably  for  a  sixth  of  that  sum  they  could  have  been  stored 
with  responsible  warehousemen. 

In  support  of  this  charge  of  $600  there  is  presented  to 
me  two  affidavits,  sworn  to  by  two  persons,  one  of  whom 
swears  that  he  watched  or  had  charge  of  the  property  in 
question  one  hundred  dsnys^  and  the  other  that  he  had  such 
charge  for  one  hundred  nights.  It  also  appears  from  other 
papers  presented  to  me  at  the  same  time,  in  behalf  of  the 
sheriff,  that  the  iSrst  judgment  against  the  defendants  was 
docketed  August  27th,  1869,  and  the  sheri&'s  sale  of  the 
property  was  on  the  12th  of  November,  1869,  so  that  assum- 
ing the  sheriff  to  have  received  his  executions  and  made  his 
levy  on  the  very  day  the  first  judgment  was  recovered,  there 
was  still  but  seventy-seven  days  elapsed  until  the  sherifi  dis- 
posed of  the  goods.  It  necessarily  follows,  therefore,  that 
unless  these  two  ''keepers 'kept  and  retained  the  possession 
of  these  goods  twenty-three  days  after  they  were  sold  by  the 
sheriff,  or  got  possession  of  them  the  like  number  of  days 
before  there  was  any  judgment  against  the  owner,  their 
affidavits  cannot  he  true.  There  may  be  an  explanation 
about  this,  but  none  appears  in  the  papers  before  me.  It 
possibly  may  be  that  the  legitimate  statutory  fees  of  the 
sheriff  are  too  small.  In  that  case  relief  can  be  afforded  by 
the  legislature.  But  the  courts  cannot  aid  in  sanctioning 
charges  like  these  in  question. 

The  sherift's  bill  in  this  case  must  be  taxed  and  allowed 
at  $81.21,  and  the  balance  in  his  hands  must  be  applied, 
first,  in  satisfaction  of  the  balance  unpaid  on  the  execution 
in  favor  of  Henry  Collins  et  al.  (No.  5),  and  then  in  satisfac- 
tion of  plaintiffs  execution  if  sufficient. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOE  COURT. 
John  F.  Pobllneb  agt.  John  Ttnan. 

An  MfKneflim  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a  hlacitmiik  from  pnraning  his  trade  in 
a  proper  and  saitable  place,  and  carried  on  in  a  well  regulated  and  proper  man- 
ner, althongh  it  may  be  offeoBive  to  persons  Hying  in  the  immediate  vidnitj. 

BlacktmUMmgy  eepeoially  where  it  principally  inolndes  hont-thoeingy  is  a  necessary 
trade,  and  must  be  carried  on  in  places  not  too  remote  from  the  habitations  of 
men. 

Where  a  street  in  a  eity  ceases  to  be  need  or  oocnpied  as  a  place  of  residence,  and 
is  changed  into  a  place  of  business,  no  one  or  two  persons,  who  may  for  any 
reason,  desire  to  continue  a  residenee  therein,  should  be  allowed  to  prevent  the 
carrying  on  of  a  lawful  and  usefhl  trade,  merely  because  they  are  or  may  be  sub- 
jected to  annoyance,  or  even  loss  thereby.  Better  that  they  should  go  elsewhere 
than  the  publio  should  be  inconvenienced  by  arresting  a  necessary  and  useful 
business,  and  the  trade  of  an  artisan  broken  up. 

Special  Term^  AprU,  1869. 

This  action  was  brought  to  obtain  a  perpetual  injunction 
restraining  the  defendant  from  carrying  on  the  business  of  a 
blacksmith  in  and  upon  the  premises  known  as  No.  201 
Ninth  street,  in  this  city.  The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  and 
occupier  of  the  adjoining  buUding,  known  as  No.  203  Ninth 
street.  Upon  the  first  floor  and  in  the  basement  of  the 
plaintiff's  building  he  carries  on  the  business  of  a  dealer  in 
pianoforte  materials,  and  of  covering  pianoforte  hammers 
with  felt.  The  upper  stories  are  occupied  by  the  plaintiff 
as  a  residence  for  himself  and  family.  He  purchased  the 
premises  in  February,  1865.  The  defendant  became  the 
owner  in  July,  1867,  of  the  adjoining  premises,  No.  201 
Ninth  street,  which,  up  to  that  time,  had  been  occupied  as 
a  private  stable.  Between  the  buildings  is  a  party-wall, 
twelve  inches  thick  to  the  third  story,  and  eight  inches 
thick  above  that  story.     The  defendant  extended  his  build- 
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ing,  and  made  alterations  therein,  erecting  forges  and  con- 
structing chimneys  in  the  party-wall,  and  is  carrying  on 
upon  the  first  floor  of  said  building  his  business  of  black- 
smithing,  which  consists  chiefly  of  shoeing  horses.  The 
upper  floors  are  occupied  by  the  defendant  and  his  family  as 
a  residence.  The  anvils,  forges,  and  chimneys  are  all  in  the 
defendant's  building,  adjacent  to  or  in  the  party-wall. 

It  is  alleged  by  the  plaintifi*  that  by  constructing  said 
chimneys  and  inserting  the  beams  of  the  defendant's  build- 
ing into  such  party-wall,  it  has  been  required  to  bear  the 
weight  of  such  forges  and  chimneys,  and  the  heavy  material 
used  in  the  defendant's  business,  and  has  thereby  weakened 
said  party-wall.  That  in  carrying  on  the  defendant's  busi- 
ness, he  causes  a  continuous  noise  of  pounding,  filing,  cut- 
ting bars  of  wire,  and  hammering,  which  is  plainly  heard  in 
the  plaintifl's  building,  producing  great  discomfort  and 
annoyance  to  himself  and  the  other  inmates  of  his  house. 
That  such  hammering,  and  the  working  of  machinery  in 
the  defendant's  shop,  produces  a  vibration  and  jar  in  the 
plaintifl's  house,  from  an  early  hour  in  the  morning  until  a 
late  hour  in  the  evening,  loosening  the  plaster  and  shaking 
the  windows,  thereby  interrupting  the  manufacture  of 
pianoforte  hammers,  by  rendering  it  very  difficult  to  cut  and 
prepare  felt,  and  in  covering  such  hammers.  That  large 
quantities  of  ashes  and  cinders  are  emitted  from  the  defend- 
ant's chimneys,  falling  upon  and  entering  into  the  plaintifi^s 
piemises,  injuring  his  furniture  and  materials  used  in  his 
business,  and  obstructing  the  water-leaders  from  the  roof. 
That  large  numbers  of  horses  are  daily  brought  to  the 
defendant's  shop  to  be  shod,  which  are  led  over  the  side- 
walk, soiling  and  re^dering  the  same  oflensive  and  filthy. 
That  the  burning  of  the  hoofs  of  horses  in  process  of  shoeing 
produces  volumes  of  smoke,  which  emit  pungent,  noxious 
and  oflensive  smells,  tainting  the  atmosphere  in  the  plain- 
tifi^'s  house  and  in  the  vicinity.  That  the  horses,  while 
being  shod  or  waiting  to  be  shod,  frequently  become  restive, 
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and  by  stamping  and  kicking  make  a  loud  and  unpleasant 
noise  and  confusion. 

By  reason  of  all  these  acts  and  doings  of  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  has  been  injured  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  his  premises ;  has  been  interrupted  and  hindered  in 
carrying  on  his  business,  and  the  value  of  his  property  has 
been  greatly  lessened. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  denied  that  the  use 
of  the  party-wall  by  the  defendant  had  weakened  or  other- 
wise injured  it;  and  it  was  shown  that  the  forges,  chimneys^ 
and  all  the  apparatus  used  by  the  defendant  in  his  business 
were  constructed  of  the  best  workmanship,  and  that  the 
business  itself  was  carried  on  in  as  proper  and  little  oflensivo 
a  manner  as  it  was  possible  to  carry  on  such  a  busine&^. 
There  was  considerable  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the 
buildings  in  the  immediate  neighborhood,  and  the  purposes 
for  which  they  were  used,  the  weight  of  which  evidence,  as 
found  by  the  court,  establishing  that  such  buildings  were 
chiefly  used  for  carpenter  shops  or  private  stables. 

It  was  ascertained,  upon  a  private  view  taken  by  the 
court,  that  the  plaintiff's  house  is  on  the  south  side  of  the 
street,  from  one  hundred  and,  fifty  feet  to  two  hundred  feet 
westerly  of  Second  avenue;  that  there  is  but  one  (exclu- 
sively) dwelling-house  on  the  south  side  of  the  block 
between  Second  avenue  and  Stuyvesant  street,  and  none  on 
the  north  side  of  the  block.  Excepting  the  one  dweUing- 
house,  the  block  trom  the  corners  of  Second  avenue  (which 
have  dwellings  fronting  the  Second  avenue),  is  wholly  occu- 
pied by  stables,  carpenter,  or  other  shops.  The  labor  bureau 
of  the  commissioners  of  charities  anj  corrections  is  at  the 
junction  of  Stuyvesant  street  and  Ninth  street.  The  upper 
parts  of  many  of  the  buildings,  which  are  mostly  a  story 
and  a  half  high,  are  occupied  as  residences,  but  the  base- 
ments and  first  stories  of  all  the  buildings  in  the  block,  with 
tho  one  exception  above  stated,  are  used  and  occupied  as 
^.:.;!>i'.  s,  o'.'  fur  business  purposes. 
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Od  the  trial  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff,  as  set  forth  in 
his  complaint,  were  substantially  proven  ;  and  it  was  estab- 
lished that,  notwithstanding  the  forges  and  apparatus  of  the 
defendant  had  been  constructed  in  the  best  and  most 
approved  manner,  and  his  business  carried  on  in  the  most 
careful  way  it  is  possible  to  carry  on  such  a  business,  yet, 
that  the  business  was  of  a  character  to  annoy  and  disturb, 
and  did  annoy  and  disturb  the  plaintiff,  and  did  interfere 
with,  and  deprive  him  of  the  full  enjoyment  of  his  property. 
The  evidence  did  not  establish  that  the  value  of  the  plain- 
tift's  property  was  materially  affected  by  the  defendant's 
business;  but  there  was  evidence  that  the  vibration  and  jar 
produced  by  the  hammering  in  the  defendant's  shop  had 
injured  the  plastering  in  the  plaintiff's  building,  and  that  the 
dust,  cinders,  and  smoke  had  injured  the  stock  of  material 
and  manufacture  of  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Helm,  for  plaintiff. 
Mr.  J.  O.  Robinson, /or  defendant, 

MoNELL,  J.  I  am  not  justified  by  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  in  finding  that  the  value  of  the  real  estate  of  the 
plaintiff  has  been  depreciated  by  the  defendant's  business. 
For  the  purposes  of  a  residence  for  a  private  family,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  its  value  has  been  materially  lessened ;  but 
in  the  market,  for  a  business  not  materially  affected  by  the 
annoyances  which  proceed  from  the  defendant's  shop,  or  for 
any  other  suitable  purpose,  the  weight  of  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  value  of  the  property  has  rather  increased 
than  depreciated  since  the  erection  of  the  defendant's  build- 
ing. But  I  am  justified  in  finding,  and  I  have  found,  that 
the  plaintiff's  business  has  been  in  some  measure  interrupted 
and  disturbed,  and  the  enjoyment  of  his  premises  as  a  resi- 
dence for  himself  and  family  in  some  degree  impaired  by 
the  business  carried  on  by  the  defendant  in  the  adjoining 
building. 
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It  is  well  settled  that  if  any  trade  or  business,  otherwise 
lawful,  is  carried  on  m  such  a  manner,  as  to  render  the 
enjoyment  of  life  and  property  uncomfortable,  it  is  a  nuis- 
ance. It  is  not  required  that  the  trade  or  business  should 
be  detrimental  to  life  or  health,  or  that  it  should  injuriously 
affect  the  value  of  adjacent  property.  It  is  enough,  if  it 
can  be  seen,  that  its  beneficial  use  for  the  purposes  to  which 
it  has  been  devoted,  has  been  impaired,  and  its  comfortable 
enjoyment  interrupted  or  destroyed.  The  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  that  a  man  shall  so  use  his  own  as  not  to  interfere 
with  others,  extends  to  every  act  as  well  as  to  every  use, 
and  the  mere  lawfulness  of  a  trade  or  calling  will  not  excuse 
or  justify  the  destruction  of,  or  interference  with,  the  com- 
fortable enjoyment  of  his  property  by  another. 

This  general  doctrine  has  been  applied  to  a  variety  of 
businesses,  which  were  lawful  m  themselves,  but  which  len- 
dered  the  residences  of  others  unfit  for  comfortable  habita- 
tions, such  as  a  smith's  forge  (Beshy  agt.  Gill^  Ltdtv.  69); 
swine-sty  {AldrecPs  ease,  9  Beps,,  59  a.)  lime-kiln  {Ibid,  per 
Gray,  C.  J,);  and  taUow-fumace. 

In  FishjBLgt.  Dodge  (4  Denio,  311),  the  business  of  finish- 
ing steam-boilers,  whereby  the  occupant  of  an  adjoining 
house  was  disturbed  by  the  noise  and  dust,  was  held  to  be  a 
nuisance.  So,  a  coal-yard  in  a  city,  from  which  offensive 
dust  and  smut  arose,  and  was  diffused  into  the  premises  of 
neighboring  inhabitants,  was  held  to  be  a  nuisance  within 
a  covenant  against  "  anything  offensive  to  the  neighboring 
inhabitants"  {Barrow  agt.  Bichard,  8  Paige,  351).  A 
slaughter-house  was  declared  to  be  prima  facie  a  nuisance 
{Cathie  agt.  Valentine,  9  Paige,  575).  It  was  there  repeated, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  trade  or  business  should 
endanger  health ;  but  it  was  sufficient  if  it  was  oppressive 
to  the  senses,  rendering  the  enjoyment  of  life  and  property 
uncomfortable.  And  in  this  court  {McKeon  agt.  See,  4 
Bobt.,  449,  where  aU  the  cases  are  carefully  collected)  it  was 
held,  that  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  sawing  blocks 
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of  marble^  by  sawa  and  machinery  propelled  by  steam- 
power,  the  vibration  and  jar  produced  by  which,  was  inju- 
rious to  the  adjacent  property,  was  a  nuisance.  In  that 
case  it  was  shown,  that  the  defendant's  business  was  lawful 
and  publicly  beneficial,  and  conducted  with  every  reasonable 
precaution,  as  to  the  character  of  his  building  and  machin- 
ery and  mode  of  using  them  to  prevent  unnecessary  injury. 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  decision  was  put  on  the  ground  that 
'*  the  right  of  jarring  a  neighbor's  house,  by  the  motion  of  a 
steam  engine,  upon  one's  own  premises,  cannot  depend  at 
all  upon  the  utility  and  lawfulness  of  the  purpose  for  which 
such  motion  is  employed,  or  of  its  final  results.  The  inter- 
mediate injury,  before  such  results  are  obtained,  wrought 
upon  another's  property  or  enjoyment  of  life,  makes  such 
employment  unlawful."  And  so  Norcross  agt.  Tlwms  (51 
MainCj  503). 

The  annoyance  and  the  disturbance  of  comfort  and  the 
enjoyment  of  property,  however,  must  be  substantial  and 
real.  The  law  will  not  regard  trifling  inconveniences. 
Therefore,  noxidus  vaporfa  arising  on  another's  land  must 
be  such  as  visibly  to  diminish  the  value  of  adjacent  property, 
or  the  comfort  and  enjoyment  of  it  {Bamford  agt.  Turnley, 
3  B.  S  S.  66  ]  Tipping  agt.  8t  Helenas  Smelting  Co..  4  Id. 
608,  616,  1,093). 

From  the  cases  which  bave  been  cited,  and  many  others 
which  might  be,  it  appears  to  be  well  established  that  any 
lawful  business  or  trade  may  be  a  nuisance,  if  it  is  conducted 
in  a  manner  which  is  injurious  to  the  comfortable  enjoy- 
ment of  another  man's  property.  It  need  not  be  detrimental 
to  health,  or  endanger  life ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  it  should 
directly  depreciate  the  value  of  property.  If  in  the  manner 
and  for  the  purposes  such  property  may  be  used,  its  enjoy- 
ment is  so  interfered  with  as  to  destroy  or  greatly  impair  its 
comfortable  use,  it  is  a  nuisance  against  which  the  law  will 
protect  the  injured. 

In  this  case  the  grounds  of  complaint  are,  that  the  com- 
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fortable  enjoyment  of  the  plaintiflPs  property  is,  to  an 
injurious  degree,  affected  by  the  vibration  and  jar  produced 
by  the  hammering  of  iron  and  the  working  of  machinery ; 
by  the-  dust  and  cinders  which  arise  from  the  forges  and 
chimneys ;  by  the  smoke  from  burning  hoofs  ot  horses ;  by 
the  collection  of  wagons  and  horses  in  the  immediate  vicin* 
ity ;  the  stamping  of  horses,  and  the  filth  produced  while 
standing  outside.  There  are  also  other  grounds  alleged, 
namely,  that  the  building  of  the  plaintiff  is  receiving  con- 
stant injury,  and  his  business  interrupted  by  the  same 
causes. 

But  while  I  have  been  compelled  by  the  evidence  to  find 
that  all  these  alleged  causes  of  annoyance  to  the  plaintiff  do 
exist,  and  that  they  proceed  from  the  defendant's  premises, 
and  from  the  manner  of  conducting  hid  business,  yet  there 
are  other  considerations  and  principles  which  have,  in  my 
judgment,  a  controlling  influence  upon  this  case. 

The  business  of  blacksmithing  and  horse-shoeing  is  a 
lawful  business,  and  is  not  per  se  a  nuisance  {Ray  agt.  LyneSj 
10  Ala.  jR.  63).  It  is  of  great  benefit,  utility,  and  conve- 
nience to  the  public,  and  may  rightfully  be  carried  on  for 
private  emolument,  provided  it  be  done  in  a  proper  and  con- 
venient place.  CoMTN  says  {Comyn  Dig,  tit  Action  upon 
the  Case  for  a  nuisance^  C),  an  action  ^^does  not  lie  for  a 
reasonable  use  of  my  right,  though  it  be  to  the  annoyance 
of  another;  as  if  a  butcher,  brewer,  etc.,  use  his  trade  in  a 
convenient  place,  though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of  his 
neighbor." 

The  case  of  EaU  agt.  Barlow  (4  0.  £.,  N.  8.  334),  was 
an  action  at  law  for  damages.  The  defendant  bad  erected  a 
brick-kiln  on  his  own  land,  in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  house, 
wherein  he  burned  large  quantities  of  brick,  causing  noxious 
and  unwholesome  vapors  to  arise,  injuring  the  plaintiff's 
premises,  rendering  his  dwelling  uncomfortable,  unhealthy, 
and  unfit  for  habitation.  Justice  Byles,  in  charging  the 
jury,  said,  "it  is  not  everybody  whose  enjoyment  of  life 
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and  property  is  rendered  uncomfortable  by  the  carrying  on 
of  an  offensive  or  noxious  trade  in  the  neighborhood  that 
can  bring  an  action/'  and  he  instanced  the  neighborhoods  of 
Birmingham  and  Wolverhampton,  in  England,  which  he 
said  would  be  full  of  persons  bringing  actions  for  nuisances, 
arising  from  the  carrying  on  of  the  noxious  and  offensive 
trades  in  their  vicinity,  to  the  great  injury  of  the  manufac- 
turing and  social  interests  of  the  country.  He  further  said  : 
"  I  apprehend  the  law  to  be  this,  that  no  action  lies  for  the 
use — ^the  reasonable  use— of  a  lawful  trade  in  a  convenient 
and  proper  place,  even  though  some  one  may.sufier  annoy- 
ance from  its  being  carried  on.  That  the  mere  temporary 
burning  of  bricks,  from  clay  dug  on  the  spot,  in  a  neighbor- 
hood in  the  outskirts  of  London,  which  no  one  could  say 
was  an  inconvenient  place  for  the  purpose,  though  it  might 
cause  annoyance  to  one  or  two  persons  residing  near,  would 
not  afford  a  ground  of  action.  If  it  were  not  so,  it  would 
he  exceedingly  difficult  to  find  anyplacCy  within  a  reasonable 
distance,  at  which  this  sort  of  trade* could  he  exercised  at 
aU.^  And  he  instructed  the  jury  that  ^*  although  the  nuis- 
ance might  be  such  as  to  render  the  plaintiff's  enjoyment  of 
his  life  and  property  uncomfortable,  yet  if  they  should  find 
that  the  place  where  the  business  was  carried  on  was  a 
convenient  and  proper  place  for  the  purpose,  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained.''  Upon  appeal,  the  charge  was 
fully  sustained  by  the  court  in  hanc  where  the  text  from 
Comyn,  Sehoyn's  Nisi-prius,  10th  Ed.  1115,  7th  Am.  Ed., 
1119,  and  Odle  on  Easements  198,  were  quoted  as  authori- 
ties. The  same  doctrine  was  maintained  in  Atomey-Gene- 
ral  agt.  Lee,  (3  Mad.  Chy.  301),  where  an  injunction  was 
sought  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a  mill,  which  it  was 
alleged  would  be  injurious  to  health.  The  court  there  says : 
"  But  it  appears  to  us  this  is  a  case  of  private  nuisance,  if  a 
nuisance  at  all,  in  the  erection  of  a  mill  which  will  be  a 
public  convenience ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  us  that 
there  is  so  great  a  disproportion  between  the  private  suffer- 
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ing  and  the  public  convenience  as  would  authorize  the 
court  to  interfere."  And  in  Fottstotvn  Oas  Co.  agt.  Murphy 
(39  Penn,  -R.,  257),  it  is  said  "  That  a  certain  degree  of 
offensive  odor  is  unavoidably  incident  to  the  gas-making^ 
and  must  be  endured  by  the  public.^'' 

These  cases  illustrate  and  sustain  the  proposition  that  an 
action  will  not  lie,  if  a  lawful  trade,  which  may  be  offensive 
to  persons  living  in  the  vicinity,  is  carried  on  at  a  proper 
and  suitable  place.  {See  also  cases  cited  in  notes  q.  r.  r.  to 
Broom^s  Legal  Maxims,  165;  1  Neta  Law  Library j  84). 

The  evidenc'e  furnished  in  this  case,  as  well  as  a  personal 
examination,  which  I  have  thought  it  not  improper  to  make, 
of  the  street  and  neighborhood  in  which  the  defendant's 
shop  is  situated,  has  led  me  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  a 
convenient,  proper,  and  suitable  phice  tor  such  a  business 
There  are  no  (exclusively)  dwelling-houses  in  the  block  on 
the  north  side,  and  but  one  on  the  south  side.  The  street, 
which  was  formerly  occupied  for  private  stables,  is  now 
used  mostly  for  shops  of  various  descriptions,  having  some 
families  occupying  the  upper  stories.  In  short,  the  entire 
street,  from  the  corner  of  the  Second  avenue  is,  with  the 
one  exception  I  have  mentioned,  now  used  and  occupied  for 
stabling  horses,  or  for  business  purposes. 

A  horse-shoeing  establishment  is  in  one  sense  a  public 
convenience,  as  much  so  as  a  city  railway ;  and,  as  was  said 
in  regard  to  the  latter  (Williams  agt.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R. 
Co.,  18  Barb.,  247)  the  annoyances  complained  of  are  such 
as  are  experienced  by  dwellers  in  populous  towns  and  cities, 
and  must  be  endured  without  redress,  because  they  are  of 
minor  importance  compared  with  the  general  good.  Black- 
smithing  is  also  a  necessary  trade,  and  must  be  carried  on  in 
places  not  too  remote  from  the  habitations  of  men.  Where 
then  can  it  be  carried  on  ?  Is  there  any  locality  in  the 
inhabited  part  of  this  city  where  such  a  business,  with  its 
incidental  annoyances,  can  be  conducted  without  subjecting 
some  one  person  to  discomfort  and  suffering  f     Such  estab- 
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lishments  are  found  in  many  parts  of  the  city.  They  are 
located  in  business  streets,  where  the  upper  portions  of 
houses  are  occupied  as  residences ;  and  so  long  as  they  are 
necessary  and  a  convenience  to  the  public,  no  reasonable 
objection  can  be  made.  If  the  business  cannot  be  carried 
on  in  such  locations,  because  a  few  are  annoyed,  it  would 
bave  to  be  removed  to  parts  too  remote  for  usefulness.  If, 
therefore,  the  defendant  has  erected  his  forges,  and  is  con- 
ducting his  business  in  a  convenient  and  proper  part  of  the 
city,  and  in  a  careful  and  orderly  manner,  he  should  not  be 
interfered  with  merely  because  such  business  is  incidently 
annoying  to  the  plaintiff,  orinjurious  to  his  business,  or  even 
renders  the  enjoyment  of  his  property  uncomfortable ;  espe- 
cially as  the  evidence  shows,  and  I  am  justified  in  finding, 
that  the  defendant  has  constructed  his  shop  in  the  best  and 
most  improved  manner,  and  is  conducting  his  business  so  as 
to  give  as  little  annoyance  to  others  as  is  possible.  The 
maxim,  salus  popuU  suprema  lex,  is  not  inapplicable  to  such 
a  case;  and  if  the  plaintiff  is  unwilling  to  endure  the  annoy- 
ances or  to  sustain  the  losses  to  his  business,  he  must  seek 
some  place  where  he  will  not  be  disturbed. 

So  far  as  the  plaintiff's  property  is  injured  by  the  con- 
struction of  the  defendant's  forges  and  chimneys,  or  by  the 
use  of  the  party-wall,  or  his  business  is  affected  by  the 
vibration  or  jar,  and  dust  which  proceeds  from  the  defend- 
ant's shop,  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  they 
furnish  no  grounds  for  equitable  relief.  The  chancellor  says, 
in  Van  Bergen  agt.  Van  Bergen  (3  J.  C.  ii.,  287),  ^'  it  must 
be  a  strange  and  mischievous  case  of  pressing  necessity,  or 
the  right  must  have  been  previously  established  at  law,  to 
entitle  the  party  to  call  to  his  aid  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court"  (WJiite  agt.  Cohen,  19  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.;  AU.-Gen. 
agt.  Nicholj  16  Vesey^  338). 

As  there  cannot  be  any  legalization  of  a  nuisance  by  pre- 
scription, and  as  all  offensive  trades  which  have  been  carried 
on  without  complaint  in  parts  of  the  city,  remote  at  the 
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time,  must  yield  to  the  advance  of  improvement;  and 
although  unobjectiouable  when  begun,  having  since  become 
detrimental  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  other  property,  must 
nevertheless,  be  removed  to  other  parts  {Howard  agt,  Lee,  3 
Sand/.y  S.  C.  Ry  281 ;  Brady  agt.  Weeks,  3  Barb.y  S.  C.  -B., 
157);  so,  I  think,  that  where  a  street  in  a  city  ceases  to  be 
used  or  occupied  as  a  place  of  residence,  and  is  changed  into 
a  place  of  business,  no  one  or  two  persons,  who  may  for  any 
reason,  desire  to  continue  a  residence  therein,  or  shall  per- 
sist in  continuing  to  reside  therein,  should  be  allowed  to 
prevent  the  carr}dng  on  of  a  lawful  and  useful  trade,  merely 
because  they  are  or  may  be  subjected  to  annoyance,  or  even 
loss  thereby.  Better  that  they  should  go  elsewhere,  than 
that  the  public  should  be  inconvenienced  by  arresting  a 
necessary  and  useful  business,  and  the  trade  of  an  artizan 
broken  up. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matteb  of  the  petition  of  the  Rondout  4  Oswego 
Rail  Road  Co.  for  the  appraisal  of  real  estate,  respond- 
entSj  agt.  Richabd  Field  and  wife,  appellants. 

Where  it  appears  from  the  report  of  eommittioniert  for  Uu  appraital  of  damaget  for 
taking  property,  that  there  was  no  irregnlarity  oommitted  by  the  commissioners, 
and  no  error  existed  which  wonld  authorize  the  court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings, 
this  court  on  appeal  must  affirm  the  order  confirming  the  report ;  although  affi- 
davits wore  need  on  the  motion  for  confirmation  of  the  report  to  show  errM*. 
t  is  well  settled  that  no  affidavits  can  be  used  on  a  motion  to  WKJirm,  the  report  of 
the  commissioners,  nor  on  the  appeal  from  the  order  of  confirmation.  The  ooort^ 
in  such  case,  must  act  solely  on  the  report  of  the  commissioners. 

Albany  General  Termj  May  1869. 

Miller,  Ingalls,  and  Pegkham,  Jtistices. 
Appeal  from  order  of  special  term  confirming  report  of 
commissioners  appointed  to  appraise  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  appellants,  for  the  taking  of  their  lands;  and  from  the 
appraisal  and  report  of  the  commissioners. 

M.  Schoonmaker,* /or  appellants. 
Wm.  LouNBBERRTy  foT  respondents. 

By  the  court,  Miller,  J.  The  proceedings  of  the  com- 
missioners, as  reported  by  them,  do  not  show  any  act  on 
their  part  or  any  error  committed  which  would  justify  us  in 
setting  aside  their  report.  It  appears  that  both  parties  were 
content  to  leave  the  question  of  damages  to  the  judgment 
of  the  commissioners  without  taking  any  testimony.  No 
proof  was  offered  on  either  side  nor  desired  to  be  given  by 
either  party,  and  the  commissioners  appraised  the  damages 
upon  their  own  inspection  of  the  premises.     It  was  not  the 
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fault  of  the  commissioners  that  evidence  was  not  introduced, 
and  as  the  appellants  had  the  right  to  offer  witnesses  and 
failed  to  do  so^  they  have  no  right  to  complain  that  injus- 
tice was  done  by  their  neglect  to  produce  them.  The 
record  itself  discloses  no  unfairness  or  injustice  and  no  legal 
error. 

Upon  the  motion  to  confirm  the  report,  the  counsel  for 
the  appellants  attempted  to  establish  that  the  property  was 
undervalued  and  their  rights  affected,. by  the  introduction  of 
affidavits  as  to  the  value  of  the  property  and  the  grounds 
upon  which  tlfe  valuation  was  made.  This,  I  think,  cannot 
be  done.  It  has  been  decided  in  several  cases  that  affidavits 
cannot  be  used  either  on  the  motion  to  confirm  or  on  the 
appeal  from  the  appraisal  to  impeach  or  contradict  the 
report  of  the  commissioners. 

In  N.  Y.  &  E.  B.  a.  Co.  agt.  Corey  (5  How.^  177),  it  was 
held  that  upon  an  appeal  from  the  report  of  the  commis- 
sioners the  court  can  only  look  at  the  matters  contained 
in  the  report  as  the  foundation  of  any  order  to  be-  made 
upon  the  appeal,  and  that  ex  parte  affidavits  and  papers 
cannot  be  received. 

In  the  N.  T.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Coken  (6  How.  223),  it 
was  held  that  no  affidavits  can  be  read  upon  the  review  of 
an  appeal,  and  the  court  must  act  solely  upon  the  report  of 
the  commissioners.  • 

In  the  R.  <&  O.  V.  R,  R.  Co.  agt.  Beckwith  ( 10  Eow.^ 
168),  it  was  decided,  that  upon  a  motion  to  confirm  the  com- 
missioners report  of  appraisement,  that  no  affidavits  or  other 
proof  should  be  heard  to  contradict  or  impeach  the  truth  of 
the  matters  contained  in  the  report. 

If  the  report  is  untrue  in  any  material  respect,  or  the 
proceedings  of  the  commissioners  have  been  irregular  and 
the  report  fails  to  state  the  facts  constituting  the  irregularity, 
the  proper  remedy  is  to  apply  to  the  court  to  set  aside  and 
vacate  the  report. 

In  the  R.  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Budlong  (6  i/(..\ .,  467),  it 
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y^aa  also  held  that  the  court  will  not  interfere  and  set  aside 
the  appraisal  on  the  ground  that  the  compensation  awarded 
is  too  great  or  too  small^  unless  the  evidence  of  injustice  is 
palpable  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  as  contained  in  tAe 
report. 

The  report  itself  must  show  that  an  error  has  been  com- 
mitted or  that  injustice  has  been  done,  to  enable  the  court 
upon  appeal  to  reverse  the  proceedings. 

It  is  apparent  that  independent  of  the  affidavits  intro- 
ducedy  no  irregularity  was  committed  by  the  commissioners 
and  no  error  exists  which  would  authorize  this  court  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings. 

They  cannot  be  vacated  on  this  appeal,  and  having  in 
view  the  authorities  cited,  we  have  no  authority  to  set  aside 
the  report. 

If  any  remedy  existed  it  was  by  a  motion  to  the  court 
upon  affidavits  which  could  be  met  by  counter  proof  if 
desired^  and  when  an  abundant  opportunity  would  be  fur- 
nished to  explain  or  rebut  the  facts  stated  in  opposition  to 
the  report  of  the  commissioners.  If  a  different  rule  pre- 
vailedy  the  report  could  be  assailed  hy  ex  parte  affidavits  and 
statements  which  the  moving  party  would  have  no  oppor- 
tunity to  meet. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  $10  costs  of 
appeal. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Abneb  H.  McCorhick  and  another  agt.  John  B.  Sabson. 

A  partial  failure  of  contiderationj  apon  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  Inmber  of  different 
qualities,  can  be  set  up  only  in  the  answer  bj  way  of  recoupment  of  damage*.  If 
not  so  set  np  as  a  defense,  pro  tanio^  proof  of  a  failure  to  perform  the  contract, 
where  there  has  been  a  delivery  of  the  Inmberf  cannot  defeat  a  recovery ;  conse- 
qnently  if  sach  proof  is  offered  to  show  an  inferior  quality  of  lamber ;  it  isi  nnder 
the  pleadings,  properly  ezoladed. 

General  Temiy  Marchf  1869. 

Appeal  from  judgment  for  plaintiffi|  rendered  at  special 
term. 

M.  D.  SMTPHy  far  appellants. 
L.  E.  MiLLEB,  far  respandent. 

By  the  caurt:  Monell,  J.  There  are  two  exceptions 
only  in  this  case  which  we  can  examine^  namely,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  evidence  of  quality,  and  to  the  exclusion 
of  a  copy  Oi  the  defendant's  letter.  As  to  the  third  excep- 
tion, namely,  the  instruction  to  the  jury,  we  have  no  means 
of  determining  its  correctness,  as  we  are  not  furnished  in 
the  printed  case  with  any  of  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  we  must  presume  that  it  was  sufScient  to 

authorize  the  instruction. 

The  complaint  alleged  an  agreement  by  the  plaintiffs  to 

sell  and  deliver  to  the  defendant  ^'  all  the  sawed  lumber 

then  in  the  yard  of  a  saw-mill  at  Cedar  Keys,  Florida,  at  a 

price  per  1,000  feet  as  follows:  for  prime  lumber,  $17  ;  for 

merchantable  lumber,  $15  ;  for  refuse  lumber,  $8 ;  for  round 

logs,  $7."     The  answer  denied  the  complaint,  and  set  up 

fraud  in  procuring  the  contract;  and  other  defenses. 
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The  printed  case,  without  giving  any  of  the  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  states  that  after  the  plaintiff  had 
closed  their  case,  the  defendant  offered  to  show  that  all  the 
lumber  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  as  prime,  and  a 
large  portion  for  which  the  action  was  brought  as  mer- 
chantable, was  not  prime  or  merchantable,  but  was  only- 
refuse  and  of  inferior  quality.  The  evidence  was  rejected, 
and  the  defendant  excepted. 

Under  the  pleadings,  I  think  the  evidence  was  properly 
excluded.  A  partial  failure  of  consideration  could  be  set 
up  only  by  way  of  recoupment  of  damages,  and  should  be 
set  up  in  the  answer.  If  not  set  up  as  a  defense,  pro  tantOj 
proof  of  a  failure  to  perform  the  contract,  where  there  had 
been  a  delivery  of  the  commodity,  would  not  defeat  a 
recovery.  {Story  on  SdleSy  §  -448).  That  the  contract 
called  for  particular  qualities  or  kinds  of  lumber,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  to  prove  delivery  of  certain  numbers  of  feet 
of  each  kind  and  quality,  did  not  make  it  proper  to  prove, 
unless  it  was  made  a  defense  by  the  answer,  that  the  quality 
was  inferior.  The  defendant  having  accepted  a  delivery,  he 
could  only  recoup  his  damages  if  the  quality  proved 
inferior ;  and,  therefore,  as  the  pleadings  were,  the  evidence 
was  wholly  immaterial,  and  for  all  these  reasons  was  pro- 
perly kept  out  of  the  case. 

In  regard  to  the  exclusion  of  the  copy  of  the  defendant's 
letter,  little  need  be  said.  There  was  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  original  having  been  sent,  nor  was  there  any 
notice  to  produce  the  original,  all  of  which  was  necessary 
to  let  in  secondary  proof. 

The  case  is  so  badly  made  up,  that  we  are  left  mostly  to 
conjecture  as  to  what  transpired  on  the  trial.  But  as  every 
intendment  is  in  favor  of  the  correctness  of  the  judgment, 
it  must  be  affir^ned. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Samuel  Smith,  et  al.  agt.  Benjamin  F.  Butler. 

The  act  of  coDgroM  of  1789,  providing  for  the  removal  of  caasee  from  the  state  to 
the  United  States  conrtSi  does  not  apply  where  both  the  parties  are  non-residents 
of  the  state. 

Special  Termj  December j  1864. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiffs  charged  Oten,  Butler  with  seizing 
their  banking-house,  in  New  Orleans,  and  appropriating  to 
his  own  use  $60,000  in  gold.  They  obtained  an  attachment 
against  him,  and  the  general's  counsel  moved  to  remove  the 
cause  to  the  United  States  courts. 

Cardozo,  J.  The  twelfth  section  of  the  act  of  congress, 
passed  September  24,  1789,  provided  that  ^'  if  a  suit  be 
commenced  in  any  state  court  against  an  alien,  or  by  a  citi- 
zen of  the  state  in  which  the  suit  is  brought,  against  a  citi- 
zen of  another  state,  it  may,  if  it  involve  more  than  five 
hundred  dollars,  and  certain  things  be  done  by  the  defendant, 
be  removed  to  the  United  States  court." 

The  present  motion  is  based  on  that  act,  and  as  its  pro- 
visions are  seldom  invoked,  it  is  not  surprising  that  they  are 
but  little  understood  and  very  generally  misapprehended. 
The  proofs  before  me  establish  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
citizens  of  this  state.  They  are  citizens  of  Louisiana,  tem- 
porarily sojourning  here.  As,  therefore,  this  suit  is  brought 
against  a  defendant  who  is  a  resident  of  another  state,  and 
is  not  prosecuted  by  a  citizen  of  this  state,  the  case  is  not 
within  the  statute,  either  in  form  or  in  spirit.  Probably  the 
object  of  the  statute  was  to  guard  against  the  possibility  or 
the  suspicion  of  bias  in  the  state  court  in  favor  of  its  own 
citizen  against  a  non-resident,  but  no  such  bias  could  be 
presumed  when  the  litigation  was  between  non-residents. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  action. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Joseph  H.  Ramset  agt.  The  Erie  Railway  Compant  and 

others. 


a  defendant  is  not  obliged  to  make  a  motion,  to  vacate  an  tajwietion  orders  before 
the  judge  who  granted  it.  If  he  notices  it  for  the  first  special  term  of  the  coorti 
where  it  can  be  properly  and  regalarly  heard,  it  is  sufficient 

Where  an  ii^netian  order  is  granted  expartt,  the  defendant  cannot  appeal  from  it. 
He  is  compelled  to  make  a  motion  to  vacate  it,  or  submit  to  it. 

If  a  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  snch  aa 
interest  in  the  controversy,  as  entitles  him  to  the  relief  demanded  therein,  he  if 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction. 

Held,  in  this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  shown,  by  his  complaint,  that  he  has  any 
standing  in  conrt,  as  a  creditor  or  bondholder  or  stockholder  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company — the  defendants,  so  that  he  could  have  a  receiver  or  r^eret  appointed  ex 
parte  in  the  action. 

It  is  now  pretty  well  settled,  that  a  receiver  of  a  railroad  corporation,  cannot  be 
properly  appointed  in  an  action  brought  by  a  stockholder  or  a  creditor  who  hat  no 
judgment. 

Also,  that  the  directon  of  the  corporation,  acting  in  good  faith,  have  power  to  issue 
convertible  bonds  in  the  name  of  the  corporation  for  the  amounts  they  may  bor- 
row to  complete  and  finish,  or  to  operate  the  road,  with  the  right  to  authorize 
their  conversion  into  stock ;  although  it  increnses  the  amount  of  capital  stock 
beyond  that  fixed  by  the  charter.  Consequenily  the  right  of  the  directors  to  uncs 
stock  in  convertion  of  tnch  bondSf  is  clear. 

No  authority  is  conferred  by  the  statutes  (3  jS.  A,  5  e(2.,  763,  $$  40-43 ;  2  id.  let  ed,, 
4€2;  $  33,  $  36)  upon  a  stockholder  of  a  corporation,  to  maintain  an  action  for  the 
removal  or  suspension  of  a  director. 

No  officer  of  a  corporation  should  be  suspended  from  exercising  his  office,  except 
upon  clear  and  positive  proof  , 

The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  issue  preliminary  injunctions  ought  to  be  exer- 
cised with  extreme  caution,  and  applied  only  in  very  clear  cases.  They  ought 
not  to  be  awarded  in  dovibtfiU  cases,  or  in  new  ones  not  coming  within  well  estab- 
lished principles. 

Jt  seems,  that  in  order  to  prevent  conflicts  in  decisions  and  orders  of  different  judges, 
and  to  protect  corporations  and  their  officers  against  suspensions  and  injunctions 
that  may  be  procured  ex  parte^  for  sinister  purposes,  and  which  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, the  legislature  should  adopt  a  law  of  the  United  States  (so  fur  as  corpora- 
tions and  their  directors  are  concerned)  which  provides  that  "  No  injunction  shall 
be  granted  in  any  case,  without  reasonable  previous  notice  to  the  adverse  party  or 
his  attorney,  of  the  time  and  place  of  moving  for  the 

Ygl.  XXXVULL  18 
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It  aeemt  aUo^  that  it  is  a  good  groniiid  for  vacating  an  injnnction,  granted  ex  parte^ 
where  it  is  believed  that  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorneys,  or  some  person  interested 
for  him,  have  caosed  an  improper  interference  of  the  jptvit  in  the  case,  to  aid  the 
plaintiff  and  prejudice  the  defendants  v»tA  tke  eourtt. 


Broome  Special  Tenny  1869. 

Argued  December  21, 1869.     Decided  December  26,  1869. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  an  order  vacating  an  injunction 
and  orders  granted  by  a  justice  of  this  court,  without  pre 
vious  notice  to  the  defendants,  at  a  special  term  of  this 
court,  at  Delhi,  in  the  county  of  Delaware,  on  the  23d  day 
of  November,  1869. 

The  plaintiff  states  in  his  complaint:  That  he  is  a  creditor 
of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  hereinafter  menjiioned,  and 
the  owner  and  holder  of  a  past  due  claim  for  money,  against 
and  legally  payable  by  said  company ;  that  he  is  the  owner 
of  several  $1,000  bonds,  duly  made  and  issued  by  said  com- 
pany, and  known  as  **  Buffalo  branch  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company  bonds/'  of  which  large  numbers  are  outstanding 
in  the  hands  of  numerous  holders ;  and  is  also  the  owner 
of  several  bonds,  duly  made  and  issued  by  said  company, 
known  as  its  *^  Sterling  Bonds,"  of  which  bonds  then-  are 
thus  made  and  issued  and  outstanding  in  the  hands  of  very 
numerous  holders,  about  ten  thousand  in  number,  of  the  par 
value  of  about  $5,000,000  in  all,  said  sterling  bonds  being 
of  the  denomination  of  $500,  (or  jCIOO  sterling  each).  And 
said  sterling  bonds  are  especially  imperilled,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  on  the  same  is  made  precarious  by  reason 
of  the  wrongful  acts  hereinafter  mentioned;  and  is  also  the 
owner  of  several  bonds  hereinafter  mentioned  as  fifth  mort- 
gage bonds,  of  which  about  one  thousand  are  outstanding, 
of  the  denomination  of  $1,000  each,  in  the  hands  of  nume- 
rous holders,  and  said  bonds  have  their  market  value  greatly 
impaired,  and  the  future  payment  of  interest  thereon  made 
uncertain  by  reason  of  said  wrongful  acts;  and  is  also  the 
owner  ot  several  shares  of  the  ^'  preferred''  capital  stock  of 
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said  company,  entitled  to  be  standing  in  his  name  on  the 
books  of  said  company,  and  of  the  right  to  receive  divi-  ' 
dends  thereon,  of  which  entire  stock,  hereinafter  referred  to, 
there  are  numerous  certificates  for  portions  thereof  out- 
standing in  the  hands  of  a  very  great  number  of  owners  and 
holders,  and  the  past  payment  of  dividends  on  said  stocK 
has  been  defeated,  and  the  future  earnings  and  payment  of 
dividends  on  the  same  have  been  made,  and  are  now,  doubt 
fu],  and  the  value  of  which  has  been  impaired,  by  reason  of 
said  wrongful  acts ;  and  is  also  the  owner  of  several  shares 
of  the  common  capital  stock  of  said  company,  so  in  like 
manner  entitled  to  be  standing  in  his  name,  of  which  stock 
there  are  also  very  numerous  owners  and  holders,  and  the 
value  of  which  has  been  greatly  reduced,  and  the  payment 
of  dividends  upon  which  has  been  made,  for  a  long  time  at 
least,  almost  hopeless  by  said  wrongful  acts ;  and  there  are 
numerous  other  floating  creditors  of  said  company,  most  of 
whose  claims  are  made  less  valuable  by  said  acts,  and  the 
plaintiff*  brings  this  suit  on  his  own  behalf  and  on  behalf  of 
all  others  of  the  said  stockholders  and  bondholders  (so  far  as 
said  stockholders  are  entitled  to  be  heard  herein),  and  on 
behalf  of  all  creditors  of  said  company  who  shall  join  in 
and  become  parties  to  this  action,  and  contribute  to  the 
expense  thereof. 

And  for  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants,  the 
plaintiff  on  information  and  belief,  further  states  the  several 
grounds  of  action  at  large,  comprising  about  340  folios. 

Upon  which  complaint,  and  the  affidavits  of  Ossian  D, 
Ashley,  Charles  W.  Douglass,  Jackson  S.  Schultz,  and  the 
plaintiff*,  Joseph  H.  Ramsey,  together  with  a  letter  of  A.  S. 
Diven,  the  three  following  orders  were  granted,  on  the 
same  day — ex  parte,  to  wit. : 

At  a  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  held  at  the  village  of  Delhi,  in  the  county  of  Dela- 
ware, on  the  23d  day  of  November,  1869 : 

Present^ — Hon.  William  Murray,  Jr.,  Jitstice. 
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SUPREME  COURT,  COUNTY  OF  DELAWARE. 

Joseph  H.  Ramsey^  \ 

Plaintiff  J 

against  I 

Jay  Gould,  James  Fisk,  Junior,  Fred-T 

ERiGK  A.  Lane,  Abram  Gould,  M.  R.  V 

SmoNB,  George  C.  Hall,  Henry  N.  f 

Smith,  Charles  G.  Sisson,  Henry  H.  i 

Martin,  James  B.  Bach,  and   The! 

Erie  Railway  Company.  | 

Defendants. ) 

On  reading  and  filing  the  complaint  herein,  and  the  affi- 
davits of  Joseph  H.  Ramsey,  Charles  W.  Douglas,  Jackson 
S.  Schultz  and  Ossian  D.  Ashley,  and  it  thereby  appearing 
to  this  court  that  money,  property  and  claims  of  and  in 
favor  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company  and  its  creditors  are 
allowed  by  said  company  and  its  directors  and  officers,  as 
■set  forth  in  the  complaint,  or  otherwise,  to  be  left  with  one 
or  more  of  the  defendants  or  other  persons  therein  referred 
to,  or  not  collected  or  properly  cared  for,  and  whereby  the 
same  are  in  peril  of  being  lost,  and  it  being  uncertain  to 
whom  the  same  will  belong  when  collected. 

Now,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Henry  Smith,  of  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  ordered. 

(1.)  That  David  Groesbeck,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  be 
and  he  is  hereby  appointed  special  receiver  of  all  said  money, 
property  and  claims  (and  of  the  proceeds  thereof),  to  be 
collected,  realized,  held  and  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Erie  Railway  Company  or  its  creditors  herein  provided, 
or  as  the  court  may  order  herein  ;  the  said  money,  property 
and  claims  to  include  all  sums  which  any  defendant  holds, 
owes  or  should  pay,  or  is  responsible  for  by  reason  ot  any 
wrongful  act,  abuse  of  trust,  or  omission  of  duty  mentioned 
or  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  or  which  may  or  might  be 
recovered  or  be  adjudged  in  this  or  a  like  suit. 
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(2.)  That  said  special  receiver  be  authorized  to  demand 
and  receive  all  said  money  and  property  and  the  payment 
of  all  said  claims ;  and  that  with  the  leave  of  the  court  in 
this  suit,  he  be  authorized  to  institute  and  maintain  suits 
and  proceedings  in  his  name  as  special  receiver  in  aid  of  the 
objects  of  this  suit,  for  the  collection  and  possession  of  any 
such  claim,  money  or  property ;  and  that  he  may  pay  from 
the  same  his  own  proper  expenses  and  disbursements  for 
services  and  otherwise  in  this  suit,  in  any  such  suit  or  pro- 
ceedings, and  in  and  about  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as 
special  receiver. 

(3.)  That  said  special  receiver,  by  himself,  and  persons 
to  be  employed  by  him,  make  examination  of  the  books, 
records,  vouchers  and  papers  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company, 
its  directors  and  officers,  and  for  such  purpose  have  access 
to  the  same,  and  to  its  offices  and  apartments,  and  those  it 
has  occupied,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  ascertain  the  facts  as 
to  the  issue  of  its  stock,  the  time,  amount,  price  and  par- 
ticulars of  the  creation,  conversion,  issue  and  sale  of  bonds, 
and  as  to  their  proceeds,  and  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  his 
special  receivership  generally ;  that  he  make  report  to  this 
court  of  the  result  of  such  examination ;  that  the  Erie 
Railway  Company,  its  directors,  officers  and  agents,  allow 
and  facilitate  such  exammation ;  that  its  treasurer  and  other 
financial  officers  and  agents,  and  its  secretary  and  stock 
transfer  agents  give  said  special  receiver  all  the  aid  and 
information  in  their  power  in  respect  of  the  subiect  of  his 
examination. 

(4.)  That  said  special  receiver  afford  all  information  in  his 
power,  and  aid  as  he  may  be  able,  in  the  proper  prosecution 
of  this  suit,  and  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  court  for 
directions  from  time  to  time  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty. 

( 6.)  That  any  moneys  received  by  him  as  such  special 
receiver  (beyond  any  amount  needed  for  his  payments)  be 
kept  by  him  on  deposit  in  suitiible  banks  or  trust  com- 
jKiiiies,  to  his  order  as  special  receiver. 


198        ^^EW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS, 


Bomaey  agt  the  Erie  Bailway  Co. 


(6.)  That  said  special  receiver  execute  his  bond  to  the 
people  of  this  state  in  the  sum  of  one  million  of  dollars, 
conditioned  for  the  faithlul  performance  of  his  duty  as  spe- 
cial receiver  herein,  with  one  or  more  sureties ;  said  bond 
to  be  approved  by  a  justice  of  this  court,  and  to  be  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  of  Delaware. 

Secondly. — And  it  further  appearing  to  this  court,  that 
if  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company 
should  omit  to  meet,  or  neglect  to  take  charge  of,  and  give 
necessary  attention  to  its  affairs,  for  the  protection  of  its 
property,  and  the  discharge  of  their  functions  ;  or  if  such 
number  of  the  unsuspended  directors  should  resign,  or  omit 
or  refuse  to  attend  meetings  of  the  board,  so  that  no  quo- 
rum and  legal  action  could  be  secured,  that  in  either  event 
the  public  interests  would  be  seriously  prejudiced,  and  said 
company  and  its  creditors  would  suffer  great  loss. 

And  it  further  appearing  to  this  court  that  said  company 
is  in  a  perilous  condition,  and  that  there  is  imminent  danger 
of  some  such  event,  and  that  upon  the  happening  thereof, 
there  should  be  a  receiver  of  this  court  ready  and  compe- 
tent, and  whose  right  and  duty  it  shall  then  be,  to  enter  at 
once  into  possession  of  the  property,  and  upon  the  exeicise 
of  the  franchises  of  said  company,  with  the  powers  herein- 
after mentioned,  but  that  said  receiver  should  not  demand 
such  possession  nor  exercise  such  powers  until  the  happen- 
ing of  any  such  event. 

Now,  therefore,  (subject  to  the  limitations  last  aforesaid 
as  to  taking  possession,)  it  is  further  ordered  that  a  re- 
ceiver be,  and  the  said  David  Groesbeck  is  hereby  appoint- 
ed receiver  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  and  of  the  rail- 
road, real  and  personal  property  and  estate  and  franchises 
of  said  company,  and  of  all  powers,  rights,  privilges  and 
authority  thereto  appertaining,  (except  the  franchise  of  be- 
ing a  corporation,)  and  of  the  rents,  tolls  and  income  of 
said  corporation,  and  of  its  title  deeds,  leases,  contracts  and 
leased  property,  and  of  the  rights  thereunder,  wherever  any 
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or  all  of  the  said  property,  income,  tolls,  rents,  powers  and 
franchises  may  be  situated,  collected,  exercised  or  enjoyed, 
and  whether  in  the  state  of  New  York,  Pennsylvania  or 
New  Jersey,  (as  the  laws  of  the  two  last  named  states  al- 
low,) and  of  all  the  funds,  assets,   deposits,  claims,   choses 
in  action,  books,  papers  and  vouchers  of  or  belonging  to 
said  company,  excepting  those  of  which  a  special  receiver 
is  herein  appointed ;  all  power  and  authority  hereunder  to 
be  held  and  exercised  for  the  public  convenience,  and  for 
the  protection  of  those  interested  in  said  company.     And 
that  said  receiver  be,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  run 
and  operate  said  road,  and  all  roads  and  branches  and  fer- 
ries, steamboat    lines,   including  the   Pavonia  ferry,  now 
leased  or  operated  by  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  or  under 
its  control ;  to  exercise  said  authority  and  franchises ;  to 
preserve  said  property  in  proper  condition ;   to  repair  and 
renew  all  existing  structures,  and  to  make  all  requisite  ad- 
ditional structures  as  may  be  needful  and  proper  tor  safe 
and  efficient  transportation  on  said  roads  and  brianches ;  and 
to  do  all  proper  acts  and  take  all  proper  measures  for  pro- 
tecting and  securing  the  possession,  use  and  enjoyment  of 
what  he  shall  or  should  receive  hereunder,  and  for  promot- 
ing the  business  of  said  company ;  and  he  is  hereby  author- 
ized to  retain  and  employ  all  such  persons,  and  to  take  such 
advice  as  may  be  reasonably  needful  and  proper  in  and 
about  the  discharge  of  his  duties  under  this  order,  and 
generally  to  do  and  cause  to  be  done,  in  respect  of  the  pro- 
perty, franchises,  rights  and  contracts,  and  of  whatever  else 
of  which  he  is  appointed  a  receiver,  any  and  all  things 
which,  but  for  this  order,  might  be  or  should  be  done  by 
said  company,  or  by  any  one  on  its  behalf,  including  the 
compromise  and  adjustment  of  all  claims,  (save  those  of 
which  a  special   receiver  is  appointed,)  and  the  direction 
and  control,  on  behalf  of  said  company,  of   all  suits  and 
legal  proceedings  now  or  to  be  pending  by  or  against  said 
company;  and  all  attorneys  and  counsel  now  representing 
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said  corporation  are  required  to  act  in  the  prosecution  and 
defense  of  such  suits  and  proceedings  under  the  direction 
of  said  receiver^  and  on  his  request  to  give  place  to  others. 

That  he  be  authorized  to  settle  and  adjust  and  satisfy  all 
claims  for  damages,  injuries  and  loss  to  persons  and  prop- 
erty, or  otherwise,  that  may  arise  under  or  be  claimed 
against  him  as  receiver,  (in  any  case  where  he  has  not  been 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,(  and  that  he  be  authorized  to 
pay  such  sums  from  the  property  of  his  receivership. 

That  the  said  receiver  is  authorized  to  institute  such 
suits  and  proceedings  in  this  state,  and  elsewhere,  as  in  his 
judgment  and  by  the  advice  of  counsel  shall  be  proper  and 
for  the  advantage  of  the  property  and  rights  to  him  com- 
mitted and  to  pay  the  proper  expenses  of  the  same,  and 
also  any  judgment  that  may  be  recovered  against  him  as 
such  receiver  in  any  such  suit,  and  to  defend  all  suits  and 
proceedings  affecting  his  receivership ;  and  in  all  cases  in 
which  he  has  any  reasonable  doubt  as  to  his  duty,  to  apply 
to  this  court  in  this  suit  for  his  instructions. 

That  in  and  about  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  sued  re- 
ceiver shall  not  dispute  the  validity  of  any  of  the  mortgages 
of  the  said  corporation,  (or  of  the  New  York  and  Erie  Rail 
Road  Company,)  or  of  the  bonds  secured  thereby,  or  of  its 
sterling  bonds. 

Said  receiver  is  hereby  authorized,  upon  taking  posses- 
sion as  receiver,  to  at  once  enter  into  and  upon,  and  take 
possession  of,  the  apartments  and  offices  of,  or  occupied  by 
said  company,  and  of  the  contents  thereof,  of  all  the  prop- 
erty, premises,  erections,  ferry-boats,  and  of  whatever  is 
thereon  or  therein  belonging  to  said  company,  or  of  which 
it  has  the  right  of  possession  or  control,  and  whether  the 
same  be  held  by  lease  or  otherwise,  and  of  every  thing  of 
which  he  is  appointed  receiver ;  to  require  of  its  president, 
directors,  officers  and  agents  and  employees,  a  delivery  and 
suirender  to  him  of  whatever  they  or  either  of  them  have 
or  hold  by  virtue  of  their  relations  to  said  company  or  be- 
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longing  thertsto^  and  that  said  receiver  may  take  all  proper 
proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  the  same,  in  whatever  states 
it  may  be  necessary  to  proceed. 

And  it  IS  further  ordered,  that  the  Erie  Railway  com* 
pany,  its  directors,  officers,  employees  and  agents,  and  also 
all  persons,  banks  and  other  corporations,  having  in  their 
possession,  or  under  their  control,  any  of  the  money,  funds, 
property  or  estate,  real  or  personal,  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company,  (or  deposited,  to  its  credit,)  or  any  bank  books, 
papers,  vouchers,  securities  or  effects  of  any  nature  or  kind 
whatsoever  belonging  to  or  used  by  the  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany, do  forthwith,  upon  such  receiver  demanding  posses- 
sion under  this  order,  deliver  the  same  to  said  receiver,  and 
recognize  his  authority,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  take 
possession  thereof;  and  his  receipt  given  to  any  holder  of 
any  money,  books,  papers,  or  other  property  of  said  com- 
pany, or  of  any  other  thing  of  which  he  is  appointed 
receiver,  surrendered  to  him,  shall  be  a  sufficient  voucher  and 
discharge  to  such  holder,  and  to  the  persons  so  surrendering 
the  same. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  Philo  T.  Ruggles,  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  Esq.,  a  counsellor  of  this  court,  be  and 
he  is  appointed  referee  in  this  action  for  the  purposes  of 
this  order,  and  that  the .  directors,  officers,  employees  and 
agents  of  said  company,  and  its  and  their  clerks,  attorneys 
and  agents,  and  every  other  person  or  corporation  having  in 
his  possession,  or  under  his  or  its  control,  any  of  the  money, 
funds,  securities  books,  papers  and  property  or  effects  of 
said  company,  or  derived  for  its  benefit  from  the  sale  of  its 
stock  or  bonds  or  other  property  ;  and  all  persons  who  may 
be  summoned  by  said  referee,  or  subpoenaed  to  attend  before 
him,  do  attend  personally  before  him  at  such  time  or  times, 
and  at  such  place  or  places  as  he  may  designate,  and  pro- 
duce such  books  and  papers  as  may,  by  any  subpoena  ap- 
proved by  him,  be  required,  and  then  and  there,  and  at  the 
times  to  which  such  examination  may  be  adjourned,  and 
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from  time  to  time,  before  him  submit  to  examination  on 
oath  touching  the  affairs  of  said  company,  all  such  proo- 
erty,  books,  papers,  stock  and  effects,  and  the  custody, 
disposition  and  proceeds  thereof,  and  state  his  and  its  knowl- 
edge or  information  of  the  same,  and  do  forthwith  deliver 
to  said  receiver  or  special  receiver,  (as  may  be  proper  under 
this  order,)  all  property,  funds,  books,  papers,  security 
and  effects  of  said  company  which  may  be  in  the  possession 
or  under  the  control  of  the  party  or  parties  so  summoned 
or  subpoenaed,  and  also  the  proceeds  of  any  property  or 
effects,  stock  or  choses  in  action  of  said  company  which 
may  have  been  received  by  such  person  or  persons,  or  may 
be  under  his  or  their  control,  and  that  these  provisions  as  to 
such  reference  and  attending,  being  examined,  and  the  pro- 
duction of  books  and  papers  before  him,  apply  as  well  to 
matters  relative  to  such  special  receivership  as  to  such 
receivership. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  said  receiver  do  pay  the 
interest  on  the  mortgage  bonds  of  the  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  on  the  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  real 
estate  of  said  company,  or  of  the  Long  Dock  Company ; 
that  he  pay  the  proper  rents  and  all  sums  payable  to  the 
state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  all  assessments  and  taxes,  and 
a  proper  compensation  for,  and  the  expenses  of  the  proceed- 
ings for  his  appointment  in  either  capacity  hereunder ;  and 
that  he  be  authorized  to  refund  all  back  freights  and 
charges  on  property  received,  and  all  ticket  balances,  and 
generally  that  he  make  all  payments  reasonably  necessary 
and  proper  for  the  security  and  protection  of  whatever  he  is 
appointed  receiver  of,  or  may  be  reasonably  needful  about 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  receiver,  and  the  efficient 
operation  of  said  road  and  leased  roads. 

That  moneys  received  by  said  receiver,  so  far  as  not 
used  about  his  trust,  be  kept  on  deposit  to  his  order  in  some 
secure  bank  or  banks,  or  trust  companies  in  the  city  of 
New  York. 
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And  it  is  further  ordered^  that  the  said  receiver,  acting 
under  or  in  pursuance  of  this  order,  in  good  faith  and  with 
ordinary  care  and  prudence,  shall  not  be  individually  liable 
for  any  breach  of,  or  upon  any  contract  entered  into  by  him 
as  such  receiver,  or  for  any  injury  to  persons  or  property, 
or  for  the  faults  or  negligence  of  his  subordinates,  or  for 
any  loss,  damage  or  liability  not  occasioned  by  his  own 
gross  neglect  or  wilful  misconduct. 

And  it  is  further  ordered : 

Firstly, — That  said  receiver,  or  special  receiver,  do  cause 
to  be  prepared  and  file  a  statement  containing  a  list  of  all 
the  stock  of  said  company,  and  convertible  bonds  made  or 
issued  since  September,  1868,  stating  the  time  the  same  was 
issued,  and  the  leading  facts  relative  to  the  creation .  and 
issue  thereof. 

Secondly. — That  said  receiver  do  prepare  and  file  a  state- 
ment to  be  verified  by  him,  of  all  the  money  and  funds 
which  he  shall  receive  upon  entering  upon  the  discharge  of 
his  trust  as  receiver,  stating  therein,  where  he  found  and 
from  whom  he  received  the  same  respectively. 

Thirdly, — That  said  receiver  do  cause  to  be  prepared 
and  file  a  general  schedule,  under  oath,  of  the  rolling  stock, 
specifying  the  amount  of  each  kind,  and  generally  of  the 
supplies,  fuel,  material,  furniture  and  other  miscellaneous 
personal  property  of  said  Erie  Railway  Company,  which  he 
may  receive  as  receiver.  And  that  he  also  file  a  stixtement 
of  what  he  shall  receive  as  special  receiver.  That  the 
same  be  filed,  when  made,  with  the  clerk  of  said  county 
of  Delaware. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  directors,  officers, 
agents  and  employees  of  said  company,  and  all  other  per- 
sons, do  refrain  from  interfering  with,  or  obstructing  said 
receiver,  or  his  possession  or  use  of  all  said  offices,  prem* 
ises,  franchises  and  property,  and  in  taking  possession  of 
the  same. 

That  said  receiver,  at  the  end  of  the  month  next  sue- 
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ceeding  that  in  which  he  shall  take  possession  as  receiver, 
do  file  with  the  clerk  of  said  county,  an  account,  entitled 
in  this  suit,  and  under  oath,  of  the  moneys,  earnings  and 
income  received  by  him,  and  of  the  disposition  made  of  the 
same,  during  the  month  in  which  he  took  such  possession  ; 
and  that  at  the  end  of  each  succeeding  month,  he  do  file  a 
like  account  for  the  month  next  succeeding  that  covered  by 
the  last  account. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  said  bond  be  conditioned 
for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duty  of  said  receiver 
as  well  as  special  receiver ;  and  that  said  special  receiver 
keep  books  of  account  of  his  money,  property  and  transac- 
tions separately,  in  his  capacity  as  special  receiver  and 
receiver. 

At  a  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  held  at  Delhi,  in  the  county  of  Delaware,  on 
the  23d  day  of  November,  1869. 

Present. — Hon.  William  Mubbat,  Jb.,  Justice. 

m 

SUPKEME  COURT,  COUNTY  OF  DELAWABE, 


Joseph  H.  Ramsey, 

Plaintiffj 
against 

Jay  Oould,  James  Fisk,  Junior,  Fbed-| 
EBiCK  A.  Lane,  Abbam  Gould,  M. 
R.  Simons,  Geobge  C.  Hall,  Henby^ 
N.  Smith,  Chables  G.  Sisson,  Henby| 
H.  Mabtin  James  B.  Bach  and  The 
Eeie  Railway  Company, 

Defendants. 

A  motion  having  been  made  on  the  complaint  herein,  and 
on  the  affidavits  of  Joseph  H.  Ramsey,  Charles  W.  Doug- 
las, Jackson  S.  Schultz  and  Ossian  D.  Ashley,  for  the  su»- 
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pension  severally  of  Jay  Gould,  James  Fisk,  Jr.,  Frederick 
A.  Lane,  Abram  Gould,  M.  R.  Simons,  George  C.  Hall, 
Henry  N.  Smith,  and  Charles  G.  Sisson,  as  direutors  of  the 
Erie  Railway  Company,  and  for  the  suspension  of  each  of 
said  persons  as  officers  of  said  company,  by  reason  of  gross 
misconduct  and  abuse  of  their  respective  trusts  and  offices ; 
and  good  cause  having  been  shown  to  the  court  for  so  doing, 
and  on  motion  of  Mr.  Henry  Smith  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff it  is  ordered,  that  said  seyeral  last  named  persons,  viz  : 
Jay  Gould,  James  Fisk,   Jr.,  Frederick  A.  Lane,  Abram 
Gould,  M.  R.  Simons,  George  C.  Hall,  Henry  N.  Smith  and 
Charles  G.  Sisson,  be,  and  they  are,  and  each  of  them  is 
hereby  suspended,  both  as  directors  and  as  officers  of  the 
Erie   Railway  Company,  and  that  each   and  all   the  last 
named  persons,  directors  and  officers  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company,  and  that  each  and  all  the  last  named  persons, 
directors  and  officers,  have  and  exercise  no  right,  privilege 
or  authority  in  respect  to  said  company,  or  its  franchises, 
rights  or  property,  in  any  capacity  whatever,  till  further 
order  of  this  court  in  this  case. 

Secondly. — ^And  it  further  appearing  to  the  court  that 
before  the  further  or  final  exercise  of  its  authority  in  respect 
to  the  suspension  and  removal  of  the  directors  and  officers 
of  the  Erie  Railway  Company  this  day  suspended,  it  will  be 
necessary  for  the  court  to  have  before  it  the  facts  and  proof 
that  either  party  may  desire  to  present  upon  tbe  questions 
of'  fact  that  are  raised  by  the  affidavits  herein  referred  to, 
and  in  reference  to  such  suspension  or  removal :  It  is  or- 
dered that  Philo  T.  Ruggles,  Esq.,  counsellor  at  law,  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  appointed  a  referee, 
with  authority  and  direction  to  take  the  evidence  upon  said 
questions,  and  the  proofs  that  the  respective  parties  may 
ofter  relative  thereto,  and  to  the  further  exercise  of  the 
powers  of  this  court  in  reference  to  any  such  suspensions 
or  removal,  and  report  the  same  with  all  convenient  dispatch 
to  this  court. 
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And  it  is  further  ordered^  that  such  evidence  and  proofs 
be  taken  at  such  times  and  places,  and  from  time  to  time, 
as  said  referee  may  direct,  and  that  on  his  summons,  or  as 
may  be  required  by  subpoena,  the  respective  parties  defend- 
ants, and  other  persons  not  parties  hereto,  to  whom  any 
such  subpoena  or  summons  may  be  directed,  do,  pursuant 
thereto,  attend  before  such  referee,  and  submit  to  an  exami- 
nation, before  him  touching  all  the  matters  to  whica  this 
reference  relates,  and  as  such  referee  shall  direct. 

At  a  special  term  of  the  suffreme  court,  held  at  the  village 
of  Delhi,  in  the  county  of  Delaware,  on  the  2dd  day  of 
November,  1869. 

Present — ^Hon.  William  Murrat,  Jr.,  Justice. 
SUPREME  COURT,  COUNTY  OF  DELAWARE. 


Joseph  H.  Ramsey, 

Plaintify 

against 

Jay  Gould,  James  Fisk,  Junior,  Fred-I 

ERiCK  A.  Lane,  Abram  Gould,  M.  R. 

Simons,  George  C.  Hall,  Henry  N. 

Smiih,  Charles  G.  Sisson,  Henry  H. 

Martin,   James  B.   Bach,   and  The 

Erie  Railway  Company,  j 

Defendants.     J 

On  reading  and  filing  the  complaint  herein,  and  the 
affidavits  of  Joseph  H.  Ramsey,  Charles  W.  Douglas, 
Jackson  S.  Schultz  and  Ossian  D.  Ashley,  and  on  motion 
of  Mr.  Henry  Smith,  on  behalf  of  plaintiff,  and  it  appear- 
ing to  the  court  that  there  is  good  cause  for  so  doing,  it  is 
ordered,  and  the  several  defendants  (and  all  other  persons 
to  whom  this  order  relates)  are  severally  enjoined  and  re- 
strained (till  this  court  shall  otherwise  order^)  as  follows : 
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1.  That  no  creditor  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company  do 
institute  or  promote  any  legal  proceeding  or  suit  (other 
than  this)  against  the  Erie  Railway  Company  or  against 
any  other  defendant  herein  instituted  under  (or  intended  to 
secure  any  relief  authorized  by)  title  four,  of  part  three, 
chapter  eight,  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

2.  That  no  defendant  do,  by  himself  or  itself,  or  by  any 
attorney,  counsel  or  agent,  institute  or  promote  any  suit  or 
proceeding  intended  or  having  for  its  object  to  embarrass  or 
delay  this  suit. 

3.  That  no  director,  oflBcer  or  person,  herein  named  as  a 
defendant,  do  accept  or  admit  service  for  or  on  behalf  or  in 
the  name  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  of  any  summons, 
complaint,  notice  or  other  paper,  either  in  this  suit  or  in 
any  other  suit  or  proceeding  against  said  company,  or  in 
any  suit  against  any  director  or  officer  of  said  company,  in 
respect  of  their  official  conduct  in  such  capacity. 

4.  That  no  director,  officer  or  person  herein  named  de- 
fendant do  directly  or  indirectly  appear  for,  or  authorize  or 
request,  or  make  any  attempt  to  procure,  any  person  or 
firm  to  appear  for,  represent,  or  assume  to  act  for  the  Erie 
Railway  Company,  either  in  this  suit  or  any  other  suit  or 
proceeding  to  be  hereafter  commenced  ;  and  that  no  such 
director,  officer,  or  person  do  *se  any  persuasion  or  other 
means  to  prevent  said  corporation  selecting  and  authorizing 
those  by  whom  it  will  be  represented  in  this  suit,  and  in 
any  other  suit  or  proceeding  that  has  been  or  may  be  in- 
stituted against  such  corporation. 

5.  That  from  the  date  of  the  suspension  of  any  director 
or  officer  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  and  during  the 
continuance  of  such  suspension,  each  and  all  such  suspended 
officers  and  directors  do  not  assume  to  have  or  undertake 
to  exercise  any  authority,  right,  or  privilege,  as  such  offi- 
cers or  directors,  and  do  not  in  any  way  or  capacity  inter- 
fere with  the  funds,  business,  property  affairs,  directors, 
officers,  agents,  or  employees  of  said  company,  or  remove, 
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conceal,  or  interfere  with  the  books,  records,  vouchers,  or 
papers  of  said  company,  or  with  the  books,  records,  vouchers 
or  papers  in  which  its  accounts  or  business  transactions  are 
entered  ;  and  do  not,  without  the  consent  of  said  company, 
enter  upon  or  into  its  grounds,  premises,  buildings,  apart- 
ments or  offices,  or  into  or  upon  those  it  holds  by  lease,  or 
has  in  its  occupancy  or  possession  for  the  purposes  of  any 
part  of  its  business ;  and  do  not  retain  ur  withhold  any 
records,  vouchers,  paper,  key,  or  other  thing  acquired  by 
any  defendant  in  his  capacity  as  such  director  or  officer, 
and  necessary  to  and  rightfully  belonging  to  said  company, 
or  to  any  officer  or  person  who  may  rightfully  act  in  its 
behalf. 

6.  That  neither  the  directors  of  the  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany, nor  said  company  do  elect  or  appoint  any  one  of  the 
persons  named  defendant  herein  as  a  director  or  officer  of 
said  company,  and  do  not  give  either  of  said  persons  any 
authority  or  agency  in  respect  of  said  company,  and  do  not 
authorize  or  confirm  any  act  of  said  persons,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  heretofore  undertaken,  done  in  its  name  or  on  its 
behalf,  and  do  not  recognize  any  authority  in  either  of  said 
persons  hereafter  in  respect  of  said  company,  and  do  not 
discharge  or  settle  any  claim  against  either  said  person  or 
officer  during  the  period  of  their  suspension  respectively,  or 
that  of  either  of  them. 

7.  That  neither  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  nor  the  di- 
rectors or  officers  thereof  not  suspended,  allow  any  sus- 
pended director  or  officer  of  said  company,  or  their  agents, 
(except  pursuant  to  some  specific  order  of  the  board  of 
directors),  to  have  access  to  any  of  the  books,  records, 
vouchers,  funds,  or  papers  of  said  company ;  and  do  not  in 
any  event  allow  any  such  suspended  persons  or  their  agents 
to  obliterate,  alter,  remove,  conceal,  destroy,  make  entries 
or  erasures  in,  or  have  access  to,  save  in  the  presence  of 
some  proper  officer  of  said  company,  any  such  books 
vouchers,  records  or  papers  or  funds. 
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8.  That  no  new  member  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Erie  Railway  Company  be  elected  by  the  board,  except 
pursuant  to  permission  given  by  this  court  in  this  case. 

9.  That  no  director  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  not 
made  a  defendant  herein,  do,  after  notice  of  this  injunction, 
resign  as  such  director,  without  giviog  at  least  three  days 
written  notice  of  such  intended  redgnation  to  the  plain- 
tifis'  attorneys  herein,  stating  when  such  proposed  resigna- 
tion is  intended  to  be  offered  and  to  take  eflfect. 

10.  That  no  director,  officer,  or  agent  of  the  Erie  Rail- 
way Company,  or  said  company  itself,  do  remove  any  of  its 
books,  records,  papers  or  property  beyond  this  state,  unless 
the  same  be  strictly  according  to  proper  usage,  and  neces- 
sary in  the  due  discharge  of  duty  and  the  proper  adminis- 
tration of  the  company's  afiairs. 

11.  That  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  and  the  directors 
not  suspended,  do  not  omit  to  take  promptly,  according  to 
their  duty,  the  proper  action  for  causing  said  company  to 
be  faithfully  and  adequately  represented  in  this  suit,  and  in 
other  suits  and  proceedings  to  which  it  may  be  or  become  a 
party. 

12.  That  no  more  stock  or  bonds  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company  be  created,  issued  or  converted,  until  the  further 
order  of  this  court. 

13.  That  no  action  to  carry  into  elBect  the  (pretended) 
resolution  of  said  company,  of  October  last,  for  narrow 
guage  track,  be  taken  or  authorized. 

14.  That  till  the  further  order  of  this  court,  no  re-classi- 
fication of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany be  made. 

15.  That  till  the  further  order  of  this  court,  no  stock, 
moneys,  bonds  or  other  securities,  or  the  proceeds  thereof, 
owned  by  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  or  in  which  it  is  in- 
terested, nor  the  bonds,  stock,  or  proceeds  thereof,  being 
part  of  the  five  millions  created  or  issued  since  October 
last,  be  sold,  pledged,  transferred  or  parted  with,  by  any 

You  •xxxvm.         U 
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person  or  persons  named  as  defendants^  save  to  said  com 
pany,  or  to  a  receiver,  or  special  receiver,  appointed  in  this 
suit. 

16.  That  neither  of  the  persons  named  defendants  here- 
in do  buy,  pledge,  sell,  assign,  transfer,  convert  or  in  any 
way  part  with  any  stock  or  bonds  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company  not  now  outstanding  m  the  hands  of  bona  fide 
holders,  or  not  made,  sold  and  converted,  pursuant  to  the 
direct  and  express  authority  of  the  board  of  directors  of 
said  company,  except  to  deliver  the  same  to  a  receiver 
appointed  in  this  suit. 

17.  That  neither  of  the  persons  named  defendants  herein, 
in  their  respective  capacities  as  directors,  managers  or  offi- 
cers of  the  ferry  company  running  or  nominally  owning 
ferry  boats  on  the  Hudson  River,  used  for  transportation 
for  the  Ene  Railway,  or  in  their  capacity  as  officers  or 
directors  of  the  Buffalo,  Bradford  and  Pittsburgh  Railway 
Company,  or  of  the  Long  Dock  Company,  or  of  a  line  of 
steamers  on  Lake  Erie,  aid,  promote  or  consent  to  the  doing 
or  omission  of  any  act  or  thing  that  will  prejudice  or  embar- 
rass the  business  or  interests  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company 
in  any  particular  as  to  which  said  interest  and  business 
should  be  protected. 

18.  That  the  persons  named  defendants,  their  attorneys, 
counsel  and  agents,  and  each  of  them,  refrain  from  doing  or 
allowing  any  act  that  will  interfere  with  or  embarrass  the 
operation  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  or  those  who  ope- 
rate the  same,  or  mjurious  to  its  interests  or  business. 

19.  That  no  person,  firm  or  bank,  having  the  possession 
of  any  money  or  deposits  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  do 
recognize  any  authority  or  right  of  any  person  named  de- 
fendant in  or  to  the  same,  or  omit  to  allow  the  same  to  be 
used  and  enjoyed  by  said  company,  or  by  any  officer  autho- 
rized to  act  for  said  company. 

B.  W.  Peckham,  Jr.  and  Henry  Sm!Ti3.i  for  plainUf* 
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Hiram  Gray,  David  Dudley  Field  and  T.  Gt.  Shear- 

MAN,  for  defendants. 

Balcom,  J.  The  place  of  trial  of  this  action  stated  in  the 
complaint  is  Delaware  county.  But  neither  the  complaint 
nor  any  other  paper  before  me  in  the  case  informs  me  where 
the  parties  or  any  of  their  witnesses  reside ;  and  I  cannot 
act  upon  any  knowledge  I  have  personally  in  respect  to 
such  matters,  I  am,  however,  permitted  to  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  fact  that  only  one  term  of  this  court  is  ap- 
pointed to  be  held  in  a  year  in  Delaware  county,  at  which 
actions  like  this  are  usually  tried ;  and  that  term  is  held  on 
the  last  Tuesday  of  July. 

The  injunction  and  orders  in  the  action  were  granted  on 
the  23d  day  of  last  November,  at  a  special  term  of  this 
court  in  said  county^  without  any  previous  notice  to  the 
defendants,  and  without  any  opportunity  on  their  part  to  be 
heard.     The  injunction  prevents  each  and  every  of  eight 
dirfictors  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company  (there  are  seventeen 
in  all)  doing  any  act  whatever  as  director  of  the  company ; 
and  it  forbids  the  whole  seventeen  doing  many  acts  which 
they  might  legally  do  were  they  not  enjoined.     One  of  the 
orders  suspends  eight  directors,  named  as  defendants  in  the 
action,  so  they  cannot  have  or  exercise  any  risfht,  privilege 
or  authority  in  respect  of  said  company,  or  its  franchises  or 
property  in  any  capacity  whatever.     That  order  also  ap- 
points PhUo  T.  Buggies,  Esq.,  as  referee  ;  and  it  gives  him 
inquisitorial  powers,  tod  authorizes  him  to  take  evidence 
for  certain  purposes  in  the  case.     The  other  order  appoints 
David  Groesbeck  special  receiver  of  certain  money,  prop- 
erty and  claims,  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  to  be  collected, 
realized,  held  and  disposed  of.     The   most   extraordinary 
powers  are  conferred  upon  Groesbeck.     He  is  authorized, 
upon  the   happening  of  a   certain  event,  of  which   he  is 
made  the  judge,  to  control  all  the  affairs  of  the  Erie  Rail- 
way Company,  and  run  the  road.     He  is  commanded  to 
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afford  all  information  in  his  power,  and  aid  as  he  may  be 
able,  in  the  prosecution  of  this  suit.  And  in  the  order  ap- 
pointing him,  Ruggles  is  also  made  a  referee^  with  autho- 
rity to  do  a  number  of  acts.  The  injunction  and  orders 
contain  over  thirty  folios^  and  they  are  very  sweeping  and 
extraordinary  for  ex  parte  orders.  No  well  considered  pre- 
cedent has  been  cited  for  such  ex  parte  orders  or  injunction ; 
and  I  am  confident  none  can  be  found.  This  injunction  and 
these  orders  were  obtained  as  above  stated^  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendants^  eight  months,  and  perhaps 
twenty,  in  advance  of  a  trial  of  the  action  on  the  merits, 
when  it  may  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintifl 
was  not  entitled  to  either  the  injunction  or  orders. 

The  summons,  complaint,  injunction  and  orders  were 
served  upon  the  Erie  Railway  Company  on  the  24th  day  of 
last  November,  and  on  that  day  I  granted  an  order  staying 
the  plaintiff's  proceedings,  except  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  in  the  action  on  defendants  not  previ- 
ously served,  not  exceeding  twenty  days,  to  enable  the  de- 
fendants to  make  a  motion  in  some  proper  county,  to  have 
said  injunction  and  orders  vacated.  On  the  26th  day  of 
said  November,  I  discovered  that  my  order  did  not  permit 
the  service  of  the  injunction  and  orders  accompanying  it  on 
defendants,  who  had  not  been  served  with  the  same,  and  on 
that  day  I  modified  my  order  so  as  to  allow  such  service  to 
be  made.  I  need  not  cite  any  authority  to  show  that  it 
was  my  duty,  as  a  judge  of  the  district  in  which  the  place 
of  trial  of  the  action  is  laid,  or  the  duty  of  any  judge  in 
the  state  to  grant  such  a  stay  of  the  plaintiff's  proceedings. 
Every  judge  and  lawyer  in  the  state  knows  that  my  order 
was  regular  and  proper,  except  perhaps  in  respect  to  the 
above  mentioned  omission,  which  injured  no  one,  and  which 
I  promptly  supplied  without  being  asked  so  to  do. 

Judges  Clebke  and  Parker  also  very  properly  granted 
orders,  staying  all  proceedings  by  receiver  Groesbeck. 

The  defendants  were  not  obliged  to  make  their  motion 
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before  the  judge  who  granted  the  injunctioD  and  orders  of 
which  they  complain.  They  noticed  it  for  the  first  special 
term  of  the  court,  where  it  could  be  properly  and  regularly 
heard.  And  pursuant  to  a  stipulation  of  the  attorneys  for 
the  respective  parties,  the  motion  was  adjourned  to  be 
heard,  where  it  has  now  been  argued. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  made  a  motion  before  Justice  Mus- 
SAT;  at  Delhi,  on  the  17th  day  of  the  present  month,  to  hare 
my  order,  staying  the  plaintiff 's  proceedings,  vacated.  But 
he  held  that  such  order  was  regular,  and  denied  the  motion. 

The  defendants  could  not  appeal  from  the  injunction  or 
orders  in  question,  because  they  were  granted  ex  parte  (8 
Paige's  Ch.  Beps.j  481.)  They  were  compelled  to  take 
such  a  motion  as  this,  or  submit  to  them.  But  the  party 
who  shall  be  defeated  on  this  motion,  can  appeal  from  my 
decision. 

Section  225  of  the  Code,  athorized  the  defendants  to 
make  this  motion,  upon  the  complaint  and  the  affidavits  on 
which  the  injunction  was  granted,  or  upon  affidavits  on 
their  part,  with  or  without  the  answer. 

The  defendants'  counsel  have  made  the  point  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  such  an  interest  in  the  stock  of  the  Erie 
Bailway  Company,  or  such  claims  or  demands  against  the 
company,  as  entitle  him  to  the  injunction  or  orders  in 
question,  if  they  were  to  concede  that  the  same  were  re*  . 
gularly  granted  which  they  deny. 

It  clearly  is  necessary  that  the  complaint  should  state 
facts  sufficient  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  such  an  in« 
terest  in  the  controversy,  as  entitles  him  to  the  relief  de- 
manded in  the  complaint,  or  the  injunction  and  orders  in 
question  cannot  be  sustained,  whatever  the  eight  suspended 
directors  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company  may  have  done,  or 
may  have  omitted  to  do. 

It  is  alledged  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  ^^  a 
creditor  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,"  and  "the  owner 
and  holder  of  a  past  due  claim  for  money,  against  and 
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legally  payable  by  said  company,"  and  that  he  is  the  owner 
of  several  fifth  mortgage  bonds  of  the  company — ^also  the 
owner  of  several  sterling  bonds  of  the  company — also  the 
owner  of  several  other  $1000  bonds  of  the  company — also  the 
owner  of  several  shares  of  the  preferred  and  several  shares 
of  the  common  capital  stock  of  the  company,  '^  entitled  to 
be  standing  in  his  name  on  .the  books  of  said  company,  and 
of  the  right  to  receive  dividends  thereon."  It  is  futher  al- 
leged that  '^  there  are  numerous  other  floating  creditors  of 
said  company."  And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  he  brings  the 
action  *^  on  his  own  behalf  and  on  behalt  of  all  others  of 
the  said  stockholders  and  bondholders  (so  far  as  said  stock- 
holders  are  entitled  to  be  heard  herein),  and  on  behalf  of 
all  creditors  of  said  company  who  shall  join  in  and  become 
parties  to  this  action,  and  contribute  to  the  expense  thereof." 
But  I  am  not  informed  that  any  other  creditor  or  bond- 
holder or  stockholder  has  manifested  any  disposition  to  come 
into  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis. 

The  complaint  does  not  show  when  the  plaintiff  became 
the  owner  of  his  claim  for  money  against  the  company  or 
its  amount,  or  its  character,  or  how  it  accrued.  Nor  does  it 
state  when  he  became  the  owner  of  any  bond  of  the  com- 
pany, or  when  or  for  what  the  same  was  issued,  or  when 
the  same  becomes  due ;  or  whether  anything  is  due  on  any 
bond  he  has,  or  the  amount  of  his  bonds.  It  fails  to  allege 
that  the  plaintiff  has  any  scrip  or  certificate  for  stock  of  the 
company  by  assignment  or  otherwise ;  and  it  does  not  state 
facts^  from  which  any  legal  inference  can  be  drawn  that  he 
is  "  entitled  "  to  have  any  stock  stand  in  his  name  on  the 
books  of  the  company,  or  which  show  a  right  in  him  to 
receive  dividends  on  such  stock.  He  has  contented  himself 
with  stating  conclusions  of  law  respecting  his  title  to  his 
alleged  claim  and  bonds  and  stock  of  the  company. 

Common  sense,  as  well  as  law,  would  indicate  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  stated  in  his  complaint  the  nature  and 
amount  of  any  claim  past  due  which  he  has  against  the 
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company,  by  note,  bill,  account  or  bond,  or  on  coupons,  so 
that  the  directors  could  pay  the  same  and  relieve  themselves 
from  suspension,  or  at  least  so  that  the  directors  who  are 
not  suspended  or  enjoined  could  pay  it. 

And  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  such  fa^ts  should  have  been 
averred  in  the  complaint  as  would  show  the  plaintiff's  title 
to  the  claim,  bonds  and  stock  mentioned  in  it,  which  he 
says  he  owns.  In  respect  to  the  stock,  none  is  shown 
to  be  standing  in  his  name  on  the  books  of  the  company. 
The  court  of  appeals  decided  in  the  City  of  Buffalo  agt. 
Halhwayy  (3  Selden^  493),  that  a  statement  in  a  complaint, 
*Hhat  by  means  of  a  contract"  (which  was  set  forth),  "it 
became  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  perform  certain  acts,  is 
not  sufficient,  unless  thefa^ts  necessary  to  show  the  duty  are 
stated.''  Judge  Selden  said,  in  McKyring  agt.  JBwH,  (16  N. 
r.  i?.,  303),  when  speaking  of  the  Code ;  "  It  was  evi- 
dently designed  to  require  of  parties,  in  all  cases,  a  plain 
and  distinct  statement  of  the  facts  which  they  intend  to 
prove." 

For  aught  the  complaint  shows,  the  plaintiff  is  a  mere 
volunteer  in  bringing  the  action,  and  purchased  his  alleged 
claim  and  bonds  and  stock,  or  pretended  right  to  the  same, 
immediately  before  commencing  it.  And  he  has  not  alleged 
that  he  has  demanded  payment  of  any  "past  due"  claim 
that  he  has  against  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  or  that  pay- 
ment thereof  has  been  refused. 

No  authority  has  been  cited  to  establish  that  a  complaint 
like  this  gives  the  plamtiff  such  a  standing  in  court  as  en- 
titles him  to  such  an  ex  parte  injunction  or  such  ex  parte 
orders  as  he  has  obtained. 

It  was  held  in  Galway  agt.  The  United  States  Steam  Sugar 
Befining  Co.^  (36  Barb.j  257,)  '*  that  the  Statutes  provide 
for  but  three  cases  in  which  a  receiver  of  the  property  of 
corporations  (other  than  moneyed  corporations)  can  be  ap- 
pointed :  1.  Upon  the  application  of  a  creditor  by  judg* 
ment  or  decree,  on  the  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied. 
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2.  When  the  corporation  has  been  insolvent  for  a  year^  or 
has  neglected  or  refused,  tor  a  year,  the  payment  of  its 
debts,  or  has  suspended  its  business  for  a  yean  3.  Upon 
the  application  of  the  directors  or  trustees,  when  in  their 
judgment  the  condition  of  the  corporation  mi^Les  a  volun- 
tary dissolution  desirable."  In  this  case  there  are  nine  di- 
rectors in  office,  who  are  not  suspended,  and  are  capable  of 
acting,  and  were  they  simply  trustees,  the  rule  would  partly 
apply,  that  '^  where  there  are  two  or  more  trustees,  the 
court  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  upon  the  death,  absence, 
disclaimer  or  misconducty  &c.,  of  some  or  one  of  them,  nor  as 
long  as  there  remains  any  trustee  to  act  in  the  trust." 
{Hill  on  Trustees^  Sd  Am.  Ed,  with  notes j  p.  818.) 

I  am  constrained  by  authority  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff 
has  not  shown  by  his  complaint  that  he  has  any  standing 
in  court  as  a  creditor  or  bondholder  or  stockholder  of  the  Erie 
Railway  Company,  so  that  he  could  have  a  receiver  or  re- 
feree appointed  ex  parte  in  the  action*  (See  Howe.  agt. 
Deuelj  43  Barb,  504;  Belmont  agt.  Erie  Railway  Co,j 
52  Id,,  637 ;  Mss.  opinion  of  Judge  Nelson  :  People  agt. 
Erie  Railway  Co,,  36  How.  Pr.  R&ps.,  129.)  I  appointed  a 
referee  m  the  last  mentioned  case,  but  it  was  after  hearing 
both  parties  and  with  their  consent.  If  they  had  not  con- 
sented to  the  appointment  of  a  referee  therein,  I  should 
not  have  appointed  one,  for  it  would  have  been  un- 
precedented and  unauthorized.  Since  the  decision  of  Bel- 
mont agt.  The  Erie  Railway  Co.,  {supra)  the  order  in  Tlie 
People  agt.  The  Same  has  been  modified,  upon  a  stipulation, 
nunc  pro  tunc,  so  that  it  conforms,  respecting  the  right  of 
the  company  to  convert  bonds  into  stock,  to  the  opinion  in 
Belmont's  case,  and  the  opinion  of  Justice  Ing&aham  therein 
cited. 

Two  questions  were  pretty  well  settled  about  a  year  ago 
by  this  court,  when  an  effort  was  made  by  some  stock- 
holders of  the 'Erie  Railway  Company  to  have  ex-Judge 
Davies  made  receiver  of  the  company  :  1.    That  a  receiver 
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of  the  company  could  not  be  properly  appointed  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  a  stockholder  or  a  creditor  who  had  no 
judgment  (52 -Barft.  637;  36  How.  Pr.  Beps.,  129.)  2. 
That  the  directors  of  the  company,  acting  in  good  faith, 
have  power  to  issue  convertible  bonds  in  the  name  ot  the 
corporation  for  the  amounts  they  may  borrow  to  complete 
and  finish,  or  to  operate  the  road;  with  the  right  to  author- 
ize their  conversion  into  stock,  although  it  increases  the 
amount  of  capital  stock  beyond  that  fixed  by  the  charter. 
And  that  being  so,  the  right  of  the  directors  to  issue  stock 
in  conversion  of  such  bonds,  is  clear,  (Belmont  agt.  Erie 
SaUway  Co.^  supra.) 

Chancellor  Walworth  held  in  The  People  agt.  Norton  (1 
Paige^s  Beps.j  17,)  that  ^'  as  a  general  rule,  a  receiver  should 
not  be  appointed  without  notice  to  the  parties  interested." 
He  also  held  in  Devoe  agt.  The  Ithaca  d;  Owego  Railroad 
Co.^  (5  Paige,  521,)  that  a  receiver  ought  not  to  be  ap- 
pointed ex  parte,  and  without  giving  the  corporation  an  op- 
portunity to  be  heard.  And  the  same  rule  is  laid  down  in 
several  other  well  considered  cases  {See  Oibson  agt.  Martin, 
8  Paige,  481.) 

In  regard  to  the  plaintifif's  claim  that  he  is  '^  entitled"  to 
have  some  stock  of  the  company  stand  on  its  bodks  in  his 
name,  I  will  say  that  if  he  had  certificates  for  the  same  duly 
transferred  to  him,  (which  is  not  alleged,)  he  could  have 
surrendered  such  certificates  to  the  transfer  agent  of  the 
company  and  requested  that  the  stock  be  transferred  to  him 
on  the  books  of  the  company,  and  upon  a  refusal  of  the 
agent  to  do  it  and  issue  certificates  to  him  for  such  stock, 
he  could  have  maintained  an  action  against  the  company  to 
recover  damages  for  such  refusal.  {See  Commercial  Bank 
agt.  Kortright,  22  Wend.  348.)  But  he  could  not  com- 
pel such  transfer  of  the  stock  by  mandamus.  This  was 
held  by  Judge  Bronson  in  ex  parte  The  Fireman^s  Insur- 
ance Company.     (6  Hill.  243.) 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  have  been  wise  at  least  for 
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the  plaintiff  to  have  seen  that  he  was  a  stockholder  on  the 
books  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company  before  bringing  this 
action. 

The  defendants'  counsel  have  argued  that  the  ex  parte 
order,  suspending  eight  directors  of  the  company,  was  en- 
tirely void  ;  and  that  the  court  has  no  authority  to  suspend 
them  from  the  exercise  of  their  offices,  except  by  judgment 
after  a  default,  or  after  a  regular  trial  of  the  action  upon  the 
merits.  One  of  the  grounds  for  this  position  is  that  sus- 
pension of  directors  is  not  a  provisional  remedy  authorized 
by  the  Code.  It  is  not  expressly  authorized  therein,  and  if 
the  court  has  such  power  it  exists  by  implication,  or  must 
be  found  in  the  revised  statutes,  or  be  based  upon  some 
principle  outside  of  any  statute  of  the  state.  By  the  re- 
vised statutes  the  court  has  power  to  suspend  any 
director  or  officer  of  a  corporation  from  exercising  his  office, 
whenever  it  shall  appear  that  he  has  abused  his  trust ;  and 
to  remove  him  from  office,  upon  proof  or  conviction  of  gross 
misconduct.  But  it  is  further  provided  that  this  '^jurisdic- 
tion shall  be  exercised  as  in  ordinary  cases,  on  bill  or  peti- 
tion, as  the  case  may  require  or  the  supreme  court  may 
direct,  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney  general  prosecuting 
in  behalf  of  the  people  of  this  state,  or  at  the  instance  of 
any  creditor  of  such  corporation,  or  at  the  instance  of  any 
director,  trustee  or  other  officer  of  such  corporation  having 
a  general  superintendence  of  its  concerns.''  (3  jB.  5.,  bth 
Ed,,  762  and  763,  §  40,  §  43  ;  2  Id.,  1st  Ed.,  462  and  463, 
^  33,  §  36.) 

No  authority  is  conferred  by  these  statutes  upon  a  stock- 
holder of  a  corporation  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  re- 
moval or  suspension  of  a  director.  If  the  plaintiff  can  sus- 
tain such  an  action,  his  right  must  rest  upon  the  alleged 
fact  that  he  is  a  creditor  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company.  I 
am  not  aware  of  any  decision  as  to  whether  a  creditor  at 
large,  without  a  judgment,  can  maintain  such  an  action 
under  the  above  statutes.     {See  remarJcs  of  Nelson,  Ch.  J., 
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on  another  statutsj  in  Frishee  agt.  Thayety  25  Wend.^  398.) 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion  on  that  question. 
For  I  think  if  such  a  creditor  can  maintain  such  an  action 
under  those  statutes  he  must  state  in  his  complaint  more 
facts  than  are  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  herein.  He  must 
state  the  nature  of  his  claims  or  demands  constituting  him 
such  a  creditor,  and  when  and  how  they  arose,  and  the 
amount  due  him,  &c.,  so  that  the  coporation  can  readily 
determine  their  validity  and  see  what  they  owe  him,  and 
settle  the  same.  It  is  obvious  that  a  corporation  has  the 
right  to  pay  its  creditors,  and  thus  avoid  the  removal  or 
suspension  of  its  directors  from  oflBce.  And  common  fair- 
ness requires  that  payment  of  a  debt  should  be  demanded 
of  a  corporation  before  such  an  action  as  this  should  be 

commenced. 

It  is  uunecessary  to  determine  the  question  whether  the 
court  had  power  to  suspend  eight  directors  of  the  Erie  Rail- 
way Company  from  exercising  their  offices  in  this  action, 
before  a  regular  trial,  without  previous  notice  to  them  or 
the  company.  I  will,  however,  say  that  no  such  power  is 
directly  conferred  by  statute.  But  there  is  a  statute  which 
expressly  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  to  issue  an  injunction, 
"  before  the  coming  in  of  the  answer^'  to  restrain  any  cor- 
poration from  assummg  or  transacting  any  business  not  al- 
lowed by  its  charter.  And  this  is  in  the  same  article  in 
which  the  statutes  are,  that  I  have  quoted.     (2  R.  5.,  462, 

^§  31,  32.) 

Now,  if  the  court  had  the  power  to  suspend  directors  (as 
exercised  in  this  case,)  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  proper 
caution  required  that  they  should  have  had  reasonable  pre- 
vious notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  application  for  the 
order  suspending  them. 

In  Ogden  (&  Barker  agt.  Kipp  and  others^  Directors  of  the 
North  River  Bank  (6  Johns.  Gh,  R^s.y  160,)  the  plaintifls 
were  stockholders  of  the  bank,  and  in  their  bill  of  complaint 
they  charged  the  defendants  with  fraud  and  corruption  iu 
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the  control  of  the  election  for  directors,  and  prayed  for  an 
injunction  against  nine  of  the  directors  to  restrain  them 
from  all  further  interference  as  directors  with  the  manage- 
ment and  agency  of  the  bank.  But  Chancellor  Kent  (upon 
due  notice  given  to  the  defendants)  refused  to  grant  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  defendants,  whose  election  was 
colorable  in  law,  from  the  exercise  of  their  powers,  or  to 
appoint  a  receiver  to  take  charge  of  the  affairs  of  the  bank 
before  the  coming  in  of  the  defendant's  answers  to  the  com- 
plaint. He  said :  ^^  A  trustee  is  rarely  if  ever  divested  of 
his  trust  until  he  has  been  heard  in  answer  to  the  charges 
against  him.  And  that  nothing  but  the  necessity  of  the  case 
— such  as  the  danger  of  irreparable  loss — can  justify  a  depar 
ture  from  tbis  rule  of  common  justice.'' 

It  is  difficult  to  see  what  irreparable  loss  ]the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  would  have  sustained  if  he  had  been  re- 
quired to  give  the  defendants  eight  days'  previous  notice 
of  his  application  for  the  order  suspending  the  eight  direct- 
ors, who  are  made  defendants  herein,  from  exercising  their 
offices,  unless  it  would  have  been  the  denial  of  his  applica- 
tion, after  such  defendants  had  been  heaid;  and  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  he  will  not  sustain  any  irreparable  loss  as  a 
creditor  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company,  or  otherwise  (within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule,)  if  he  should  not  have  any  injunc- 
tion in  the  action  until  he  establishes  his  alleged  cause  of 
action  on  a  regular  trial  of  the  case. 

I  think  there  is  another  fatal  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  case; 
which  is  the  want  of  legal  proof  to  sustain  his  complaint. 
Abuse  by  the  suspended  directors  of  their  trusts,  or  gross 
misconduct  by  them,  or  fraud  in  the  exercise  of  their  offices, 
cannot  be  presumed  without  proper  proof.  No  such  charge 
can  be  sustained  on  hearsay  evidence.  Very  few,  if  any,  of 
the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint  of  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  suspended  directors  are  positively  sworn  to 
by  the  plaintifi  or  sustained  by  the  affidavits  of  his  three 
witnesses.     The  complaint,  except  as  to  the  alleged  interest 


KEW  YOEK  PBACnCE  BEPOBXa  221 

Bamsey  agt  the  Erie  Bailway  Co. 

of  the  plaintiff  in  the  stock  of  the  Erie  Railway  Company^ 
and  his  claims  against  it^  is  made  (as  therein  stated,)  '^  on  in- 
formation and  belief."  The  verification  by  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  end  of  the  complaint,  is,  that  the  same  is  true  of  his 
own  knowledge,  except  as  to  matters  therein  stated  an  infor- 
matian  and  belief y  and  that  as  to  those  matters,  he  believes  the 
same  to  be  true.''  The  letter  of  director  Dlven,  annexed  to 
the  complaint,  if  regarded  material,  is  not  sworn  to.  He  is 
not  a  defendant  in  the  action,  and  whatever  he  wrote  was  mere 
hearsay  evidence  As  against  the  suspended  directors  or  the 
company  itself ;  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  written  in  the 
transaction  of  any  business  by  him  as  a  director  of  the  com- 
pany. I  need  only  say,  respecting  the  three  affidavits,  an- 
nexed to  the  complaint,  that  nearly  all,  if  not  all  the  material 
portions  of  them,  are  as  the  deponents  were  informed  and 
believed,  or  consist  of  opinions  they  could  not  legally  give. 

Chancellor  Walwobth  held  in  the  Bank  of  (Means  agt. 
Skinner  and  others  (9  Paige^  305),  that  ^^  Upon  the  ex  parte 
application  for  the  allowance  of  an  iqj unction,  if  there  is 
any  material  allegation,  upon  which  the  right  to  the  injunc- 
tion rests,  which  is  not  within  the  personal  knowledge  of 
the  complainant,  or  of  the  agent  or  attorney  who  verifies 
the  bill,  the  officer  to  whom  the  application  is  made  should 
require  to  be  annexed  to  the  bill  the  additional  affidavit  of 
the  person  from  whom  the  information  is  derived,  verifying 
the  truth  of  the  information  thus  given."  Justice  Ingraham 
said,  in  Hecker  agt.  The  May6r,  dtc.  (18  Abb.,  369),  that  ^<  it 
is  only  where  the  verification  of  the  complaint  is  positive 
that  it  will  suffice  as  the  affidavit."  But  I  need  not  multi- 
ply authorities  on  this  point ;  for  it  is  plain  common  sense 
and  common  justice  that  no  officer  of  a  corporation  should 
be  suspended  from  exercising  his  office,  except  upon  dear 
and  positive  proof. 

It  was  said  in  Woodfcard  agt.  Harris  (2  Barb.,  440),  that 
"  The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  issue  preliminary  in- 
junctions ought  to  be  exercised  with  extreme  caution,  and 
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applied  only  in  very  clear  cases."  The  late  Chief  Justice 
Gibson  used  language  still  stronger  on  the  same  question 
(17  Fenn.  Reps.y  9).  In  the  case  in  2  Barbour  (supra) ,  it 
was  also  said,  ^^The  writ  will  not  be  awarded  in  doubtful 
cases,  or  in  new  ones  not  coming  within  well-established 
principles.'^ 

I  will  here  say  that  in  order* to  prevent  conflicts  in  deci^ 
sions  and  orders  of  different  Judges,  and  to  protect  corpora- 
tions and  their  officers  against  suspensions  and  injunctions^  . 
that  may  be  procured  ex  parte  for  sinister  purposes,  and 
which  cannot  be  sustained,  our  legislature,  in  my  judgment, 
should  adopt  a  law  of  the  United  States  (so  far  as  corpora- 
tions and  their  directors  are  concerned,)  which  provides, 
that,  ^'No  injunction  shall  be  granted  in  any  case,  without 
reasonable  previous  notice  to  the  adverse  party  or  his  at- 
torney, of  the  time  and  place  of  moving  for  the  same."  ( 1 
Waierman?s  Eden  on  Injunctions^  Sd  ed.y  p.  12.)  I  have  not 
made  this  suggestion  to  reflect  upon  any  judge;  and  I  claim 
no  exemption  from  blame  myself  for  granting  injunctions 
or  orders  ex  parte  in  such  cases,  I  think  every  judge  has 
supposed  (as  I  have)  he  was  acting  fairly  and  in  furtherance 
of  justice  whenever  he  has  granted  an  injunction,  or  order, 
ex  partej  in  such  a  case. 

Some  such  act  of  our  legislature  seems  to  be  necessary 
to  secure  harmony  in  the  decisions  of  judges,  and  what 
Chancellor  Kent  called  "  common  justice'^  to  litigants. 

If  I  have  been  able  to  understand  the  whole  three  hun- 
dred and  forty  folios  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  it  contains 
no  important  charge  of  improper  acts  against  any  defendant 
in  the  case,  since  the  stockholders  of  the  Erie  Railway  Com- 
pany elected  the  defendants  directors  in  October  last  past, 
except  those  touching  the  issue  of  Ave  millions  of  dollars' 
worth  (at  par)  of  convertible  bonds  of  the  company  to 
defray  the  expenses  of  laying  a  narrow  guage  track  on  its 
road  bed,  so  that  narrow  cars  can  be  run  from  Chicago  to 
Jersey  City.     I  should  say  if  that  proposition  were  fairly 
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and  honestly  carried  into  effect^  it  would  be  a  benefit  instead 
of  a  loss  to  the  stockholders  and  creditors  of  the  company ; 
and  that  there  could  be  no  reasonable  objection  made  to  it, 
unless  by  competing  railroad  companies  or  the  owners  of 
stock  in  them. 

Four  of  the  eight  suspended  directors,  as  I  read  the  plain- 
tiff ^s  complaint,  were  never  directors  prior  to  their  election 
in  October  last.  But  those  four  have  been  suspended  and 
enjoined  in  various  ways,  because  of  the  plaintiff's  fears  and 
of  acts  alleged  to  have  been  done  previous  to  that  month  by 
other  directors,  one  of  whom  is  a  brother  of  one  of  the  four, 
and  related  by  aflBnity  to  another  of  them.  I  think  nothing 
need  be  said  to  show  the  impropriety  (to  use  no  other  word) 
ot  their  suspension  without  previous  notice  of  the  motion 
for  that  purpose.  To  sustain  the  order  suspending  them  the 
scripture  rule,  that  visits  the  sins  of  fathers  upon  their 
children  unto  the  third  and  fourth  generations,  must  be  ex- 
tended laterally. 

If  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany previous  to  the  election  of  directors  in  October  last 
(which  is  not  alleged),  he  should  have  procured  a  proxy  from 
the  person  in  whose  name  it  stood  on  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  voted  against  the  directors  who,  he  now 
alleges,  are  unfit  for  their  offices.  Many  millions  of  dollars 
of  the  stock,  perhaps  forty,  or  fifty,  or  more,  may  then  have 
been  voted  upon;  and  yet,  according  to  the  complaint,  only 
^*  a  few  "  stockholders  voted  against  the  defendants.  And, 
in  my  judgment,  a  sufficient  excuse  for  any  stockholder's 
failure  to  vote  is  not  set  out  in  the  complaint. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle  of  law  that  "  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  by  injunction  where  the  suit  is 
brought  on  behalf  of  any  stockholders  who  have  sanctioned 
or  acquiesced  in  the  acts  complained  of."  {Angell  and  Ames 
(m  Corporations^  6  €(?.,  §  312.)  It  is  also  laid  down  that, 
"  the  remedy  in  case  of  loss  by  a  corporation,  by  misQudg- 
ment  merely  of  the  directors,  is  to  be  found,   not  in  the 
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courtSj  but  in  the  corporation  itself ;  in  its  power  by  new 
elections  to  confide  its  interests  to  other  managers.''  {Id.j 
^  314 ;  (Uso  see  HiU  on  TrusteeSy  3  Am,  ed.^  tvUh  noteSyp, 
292),  In  the  case  of  the  Vestry  and  Wardens  agt.  Barks- 
daUj  (1  StrobharVs  Eq.  ii.,  202,)  Duncan,  Ch.  J.,  said : 
^*It  is  quite  clear  that  this  court  has  no  authority  to  inter- 
fere with  or  control  the  discretion  of  the  Vestry  and  War- 
dens unless  they  transgress  the  limits  of  their  charter;  how- 
ever unwisely  they  may  exercise  the  power^  they  are  re- 
sponsible only  to  their  constituents,  in  whose  hands  a  com- 
plete remedy  exists  through  the  quiet  operation  of  the 
ballot-box."  It  has  been  adjudged  in  Maine,  and  asserted 
in  Eden  on  Injunctions  that  ^^it  is  only  when  the  plaintiff 
in  equity  has  exercised  due  precaution  to  prevent  an  injury 
that  he  can  be  relieved  by  injunction.''  (Burr  agt.  WHson^ 
9  Maine  22.,  207  ;  Waterman^s  Eden  on  Injunctions^  M  ed.j 
p.  12.) 

I  think  the  plaintifiT  nowhere  claims  in  his  complaint  that 
he  was  ignorant  of  the  alleged  misconduct  of  any  of  the 
eight  suspended  directors  prior  to  their  election  in  October 
last,  or  that  he  or  any  stockholder  or  bondholder  or  creditor 
of  the  company  from  whom  he  derives  title,  ever  remon- 
strated against  such  alleged  misconduct,  or  took  measures  to 
prevent  it.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  either  of  the  nine 
directors,  who  are  not  suspended,  have  used  reasonable 
efforts  to  have  more  frequent  or  regular  meetings  of  the 
board  of  directors  than  have  been  held.  Nor  have  any  con- 
siderable portion  of  the  stockholders  made  any  effort  in  that 
direction. 

Stockholders,  who  did  not  vote  against  the  suspended 
directors,  at  the  last  election  of  directors,  must  be  deemed 
to  have  acquiesced  in  all  acts  of  extravagance,  or  improvi- 
dence, and  all  acts  arising  from  misjudgment  by  any  of  such 
directors,  done  prior  to  such  election,  of  which  said  stock- 
holders had  information  sufficient  to  put  them  upon  in- 
quiry. 
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Stockholders  who  will  not  look  after  their  interests  out  of 
court,  should  not  come  into  court  for  favors  or  orders  resting 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

There  may  be  diflerences  of  opinion  respecting  the  pro- 
priety and  amounts  of  expenditures  for  depot  buildings, 
offices,  shops  and  equipments  for  railroads,  and  touching 
their  connections  and  extensions,  and  also  as  to  changes  in 
the  locations  of  their  offices,  shops  and  other  buildings ;  and 
courts  cannot  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  directors  in 
such  matters. 

The  neglect  of  stockholders  to  vote  at  the  last  election  of 
directors  was  tantamount  to  a  consent  on  their  part  that 
such  stockholders,  as  did  vote  at  that  time,  might  elect 
whomsoever  they  saw  fit,  directors  of  the  company;  whether 
they  were  moral  or  immoral  men,  or  wasteful  or  extrava- 
gant, or  improvident  in  the  management  of  the  affitirs  of  the 
company.  The  law  does  not  prescribe  the  moral  qualifica- 
tions of  directors  of  corporations. 

Until  I  saw  the  charges  of  immorality  in  the  complaint 
against  some  of  the  suspended  directors,  I  had  supposed, 
that  if  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company  prefer  to  have  immoral  men  or  speculators  for 
directors  (and  I  fear  many  railroad  companies  have  some 
directors  cf  that  character),  they  had  the  kgal  right  to  elect 
them  directors;  and  that  they  could  make  as  depraved  a 
person  a  director,  as  a  libeUer^  *'  whose  heart  (to  use  the 
language  of  a  former  chief  justice  of  Pennsylvania),  is  more 
dark  and  base  than  that  of  an  assassin,  or  than  his  who 
commits  a  midnight  arson."  {OstcalcPs  case,  1  DaUa^  R.y 
329.) 

The  law  is  so  familiar,  that  I  hardly  need  to  say  that 
stockholders  of  the  company,  who  have  not  expressly  sanc- 
tioned a  fraud  or  abuse  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  directors, 
can  compel  such  directors  to  account  for  the  same,  and  that 
merely  voting  for  such  directors,  or  neglecting  to  vote  against 
them^  would  not  estop  stockholders  from  making  directors 

Vol..  xxxvin.         15 


226       ^f*^  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Bamsej  agt.  the  Erie  Bailway  Go. 

account  for  their  frauds  br  abuses  of  trust.  But  when 
directors  are  only  unwise,  or  merely  extravagant  or  improvi- 
dent, or  slightly  negligent^  or  merely  misjudge  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties,  the  remedy  of  stockholders  is  to 
elect  other  persons  directors  in  their  places. 

The  fact  that  the  complaint  is  not  positively  verified,  or 
positively  sustained  by  affidavits  (as  has  already  been  seen), 
relieves  me  from  making  any  extended  remarks  upon  it. 
But  I  will  say  that  it  contains  many  serious  allegations  o^ 
fraud  and  corruption  against  three  of  the  suspended  directors, 
who  are  defendants  in  the  case.  It  also  contains  matter  that 
should  have  been  left  out,  which  is  better  calculated  to  de- 
grade the  suspended  directors,  and  lower  the  other  directors 
of  the  company,  and  the  judiciary  in  the  estimation  ot  the 
people,  and  to  cause  insubordination  and  strikes  among  the 
employees  of  the  company,  than  for  any  other  purpose. 
Ignorant  persons  who  read  such  matter  may  be  led  to  sup- 
pose that  the  defendants  have  no  rights  which  courts  are 
bound  to  respect. 

If  the  plaintiff  purchased  whatever  interest  he  has  in  or 
against  the  company  since  the  last  election  of  directors  of 
the  company  (and  the  complaint  does  not  aver  the  con- 
trary,) for  the  purpose  of  bringing  this  action,  he  should 
surely  be  compelled  to  wait  for  any  injunction  or  other  ex- 
traordinary order  in  it  until  it  shall  be  regularly  tried  upon 
the  merits,  when  justice  can  be  done  according  to  the 
evidence,  and  not  be  guessed  at  from  ex  parte  allegations  or 
affidavits. 

It  is  my  duty  to  decide  this  motion  as  I  think  it  ought  to 
be  decided,  within  the  legal  rules  applicable  to  it,  and  pre- 
cisely as  the  judge  who  granted  the  injunction  and  orders 
in  question  should  have  decided,  and  undoubtedly  would 
have  decided,  if  he  had  heard  the  defendants'  counsel  before 
he  made  any  order  in  the  case. 

It  is  due  to  the  able  and  worthy  judge  who  granted  the 
injunction  and  orders  in  question,  to  say  that  any  other 
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judge  might  have  granted  the  same  injunction  and  orders 
upon  an  ex  parte  application  therefor.  But  I  do  not  doubt 
that  he  would  have  refused  to  grant  either  the  injunction 
or  orders  if  he  had  heard  the  defendants'  counsel  in  opposi- 
tion thereto,  upon  the  questions  in  the  case,  and  had  had 
his  attention  called  to  the  authorities  applicable  to  it. 

I  have  omitted  to  speak  of  the  smallness  of  the  plaintiff 's 
alleged  interest  in  this  controversy  (the  amount  of  which  I 
infer  from  what  took  place  on  the  argument,  is  less  than 
ten  thousand  dollars  in  value,  and  perhaps  not  over  half  of 
that  sum)  when  compared  with  the  great  interests  and 
rights  in  jeopardy  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  I  have 
done  so  for  the  reason  that  there  are  other  and  controling 
questions  in  the  case. 

My  decision  will  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  moving,  upon 
due  notice,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  any  of  the  defend- 
ants from  doing  wrongful  or  illegal  acts  as  directors  of  the 
Erie  Railway  Company  during  the  pendency  of  the  action. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
injunction  and  orders  in  question  should  be  vacated  and  an- 
nulled with  costs,  and  I  so  decide. 

There  is  a  ground  I  have  not  noticed,  on  which  1  think 
it  probable  I  should  have  vacated  the  injunction  and  orders 
in  question,  if  it  had  been  presented  and  discussed  on  the 
argument  of  this  motion.* 

I  greatly  regret  that  the  illness  of  my  brother  Parker 
has  cast  the  responsibility  of  hearing  and  deciding  this  mo- 
tion upon  me.  I  can  only  hope  that  I  have  determined  it 
as  he  would  have  done  if  he  had  been  able  to  hear  it. 


*  Note.— This  ground  is  the  improper  interference  of  the  press  in  the  case  to  aid 
the  plaintiff  and  prejudice  the  defendants  with  the  conrts ;  which,  interference  is 
believed  to  haye  been  oansed  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorneys  or  some  person  in- 
terested on  his  side  of  the  case.  (8e^  Forum  by  David  Paul  Brownt  VoL  1,  p.  336 
top  339.; 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Pboplb  agt.  The  Albany  and  Susquehanna  Railroad 

Company  and  others. 

A  tncUt  before  the  O&urt—^.  Dakwin  Smith,  J.— continuing  a  month,  of  the  Rambet 
and  PlflK  eontroveny,  attotht  validity  of  an  election  of  directors  of  the  Albany  and 
autqttehanna  Railroad  Oon^pany,  held  on  Vu  7th  September^  1869,  at  the  city  of 

Albaayy: 

Jleld,  that  as  a  matter  of  fact,  found  from  the  whole  evidence,  there  was  a  precon- 
oeiVed  scheme,  combination,  or  conspiracy  by  the  Fisk  party  to  carry  the  eleciiou 
of  directors  appointed  to  be  held  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  by  the  use  and 
abase  of  legal  process  and  proceedings ;  and  by  efforts  and  contrivances  to  pre- 
vent a  fair  election  of  intpectort,  at  a  stockholdera'  meeting  made  necessary  by  an 
injunction  against  the  inspectors  elected  in  1868,  procured,  nsed,  and  served  for 
the  purpose  of  defeating  the  action  of  those  inspectors :  with  the  concurring  pre- 
occupation of  the  room  where  such  meeting  was  to  be  held,  with  such  number  of 
persons,  as  utterly  precluded  a  free  and  fWr  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  an  election 
of  directors:  Therefore,  that  the  election  held  by  the  inspectors  appointed  by  the 
Fisk  party  was  irregular,  fraudulent  and  void. 

That  the  stockholders'  meeting  over  which  the  Ramsey  party  presided,  was  the 
only  regular,  legal  and  valid  stockholders*  meeting  held  on  the  said  7th  of  Sep- 
tember ;  and  that  the  inspectors  elected  at  that  meeting  were  lawful  inspectors, 
and  the'election  held  by  them  for  directors  of  said  corporation  was  a  legal  and 

valid  election. 

Judgment  was  thereupon  given,  adjudging  that  the  Fisk  set  of  directors  were  not 
duly  elected ;  and  that  the  Ramsey  set  were  duly  elected,  and  are  the  legal  and 
lawful  directors  of  said  corporation ;  and  further  adjudging  that  the  people  recover 
costs  m  the  action  against  the  corporation,  the  Albany  and  Susquehanna  Railroad 
Company,  and  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed  as  against  the  defendants,  Jouathnn 
Herrick  and  Walter  H.  Bums,  without  costs ;  and  that  all  the  suits  mentioned 
in  the  pleadings  be  discontinued  by  the  plaintiffs  on  both  sides,  without  costs,  and 
the  receivership  of  Pruyn,  Courier  and  Fisk  be  vacated  and  set  aside. 

Judgment  further  directed  that  the  thirteen  defendants  who  are  hereby  declared  to 
have  been  duly  elected  directors  of  said  corporation,  headed  by  J.  Pierepont 
Morgan,  and  also  the  defendants,  David  Groesbeck,  Daniel  T.  Chamberlaui,  JoLa 
W-  Vincent,  David  J.  Newell,  Daniel  C.  Falls,  James  M.  Boyd.  Samuel  Sloan, 
Samuel  C.  Thompson,  and  Martin  Green,  recover  the  costs  of  the  action  ngiiinst 
the  said  thirteen  defendants  headed  by  Charles  Courter  and  Walter  S.  Church, 
whose  claim  to  have  been  duly  elected  directors  of  said  corporation  is  hereby 
disallowed.    And  it  will  be  referred  to  the  Hon.  Samuel  L.  Selden,  of  Rochester, 
to  pass  upon  the  accounts  of  the  receiver,  and  upon  a  hearing  of  the  parlies  at 
Albany,  to  ascertain  and  report,  to  the  court  what  would  be  a  proper  extra  allow 
ance  in  the  action,  and  to  which  of  the  defendants  it  should  be  paid,  and  to  settle 
9Qch  other  matters  of  detail  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  the  judgment  into  effect 
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And  it  will  be  forther  ordered  that  the  said  directors  so  held  to  be  doly  elected,  be 
let  into  immediate  possession  of  said  railroad,  and  that  the  receiver  transfer  to 
them  all  the  property  and  assets  in  his  hands  belonging  to  said  corporation, 
retaining  from  the  moneys  in  his  hands  all  proper  allowhnces  for  fees,  ezpenseSf 
and  other  charges  to  be  adjusted  by  said  referee. 

It  is  the  law  of  joint-stock  corporations  that  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  in 
interest  shall  control  in  the  election  of  its  officers  and  its  management. 

It  is  the  law  and  settled  practice  of  this  court,  as  it  was  of  the  late  court  of  chancery, 
that  in  ordinary  suits  a  receiver  cannot  be  appointed  ex  parte  before  the  defendant 
has  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  relation  to  his  rights,  except  in  those  cases 
where  he  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  cannot  be  found,  or  where 
for  some  reason  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary  for  the  court  to  interfere  before 
there  is  time  to  give  notice  to  the  opposite  party  to  prevent  the  destrnction  or  loss 
of  properly. 

In  every  case  where  the  court  is  appealed  to,  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  pos- 
session of  his  property  without  a  hearing,  or  an  opportunity  to  oppose  the  appli- 
cation, the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  which  render  such  a  summary 
proceeding  proper,  should  be  set  forth  in  the  complaint  or  petition  on  which  the 
application  is  founded. 

Where  an  election  for  directors  of  a  corporation  is  held  in  distinct  violation  of  an 
injunctionj  it  may  be  set  hside  on  that  ground  on  a  summary  application  to  the 
court,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  {Part  1,  title  4,  chapter 
8,45) 


Monroe  Special  Term,  December  1869. 

Tms  is  an  actioD  brought  by  the  attorney  general  upon 
his  own  information,  in  pursuance  of  section  432  of  the 
Code. 

The  complainant  states  that  the  Albany  &  Susquehanna 
Bailroad  Company  is  a  corporation  created  by  and  existing 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing,  maintaining  and  operating  a  rail- 
road under  the  general  laws  of  this  state  ]  that  they  own 
and  operate  a  railroad  from  Albany  to  Binghamton  in  this 
state ;  that  the  stockholders  of  said  company  are  divided 
into  two  parties,  each  claiming  to  bold  a  majority  of  the 
stock  of  said  company,  and  each  claiming  that  they  are 
rightfully  entitled  to  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes  cast  at  an 
election  of  directors  of  said  company,  which  was  held  in  the 
city  of  Albany  on  the  7th  day  of  September,  1869 ;  that 
these  differences  led,  prior  to  said  7th  day  of  September,  to 
a  series  of  litigations  and  gave  rise  to  a  number  of  actions. 
One  of  these  action  was  brought  in  the  supreme  court  in 
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the  first  judicial  district^  by  Joseph  Bush^  against  said  com- 
pany and  others,  for  the  cancellation  of  certain  stock,  and 
an  injunction  was  granted  therein  against  the  conversion  of 
bonds  into  stock,  and  a  receiver  of  said  stock  was  ap- 
pointed. Another  suit  was  brought  in  said  court  in  the 
county  of  Otsego,  by  the  town  of  Oneonta,  wherein  an  in- 
junction was  issued  against  the  commissioners  of  said  town 
from  voting  on  certain  stock.  Another  suit  was  brough  in 
said  court  in  the  first  judicial  district,  by  David  Wilbur, 
plaintiff,  against  said  company  and  others,  wherein  an  in- 
junction was  issued.  Another  action  was  brought  in  said 
court  and  district,  by  said  Wilbur,  against  said  company 
and  others,  in  which  an  injunction  was  issued.  Another  ac- 
tion was  brought  in  said  court  and  distnct  by  Azro  Chase, 
wherein  the  defendants,  James  Fisk,  Jr.,  and  Charles  Cour- 
ter,  were  appointed  receivers  of  said  road,  and  the  said  re- 
ceivers gave  bond  and  took,  or  claimed  to  take,  possession 
of  said  railroad.  Another  action  was  brought  in  the  name 
of  said  railroad  company  in  the  county  of  Albany,  against 
Jacob  Leonard  and  others,  wherein  an  injunction  was 
granted  :  and  another  action  was  brought  in  said  court, 
wherein  John  W.  Van  Valkenburgh  was  plaintiff,  and  the  said 
company  was  defendant,  wherein  Robert  H.  Pruyn  was  ap 
pointed  receiver  of  said  company,  and  he  filed  his  bonds, 
and  took,  or  claimed  to  take,  possession  of  said  road. 
Another  action  was  brought  in  said  court  and  county, 
wherein  the  said  road  was  named  as  plaintiff,  and  the 
directors  and  both  receivers  were  named  as  defendants, 
wherein  an  injunction  was  granted. — Another  action  was 
bought  by  said  Pruyn  in  the  county  of  Albany  against  the 
sheriffs  of  different  counties,  wherein  an  injunction  was 
issued — that  another  action  was  brought  by  Jay  Gould 
against  said  company,  and  that  various  proceedings  for  con- 
tempt in  violating  injunctions  on  both  sides  had  been  in- 
stituted, all  such  proceedings  are  now  pending  and  un- 
determined, and  various  other  suits  between  the  contending 
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parties  are  in  progress  or  tbreateDed.  And  that  the  con- 
troversies arising  out  of  such  actions  and  litigations  have 
given  rise  to  conflict  of  authority  between  public  officers  in 
attempts  to  execute  conflicting  processes  from  diflerent 
judicial  officers  to  such  an  extent  as  seriously  to  threaten 
the  public  peace  along  the  line  of  said  company's  railroad, 
that  such  controversies  were  temporarily  quieted  by  an 
agrgeement  between  the  contending  parties^  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy : 

Albany^  August  11,  1869. 

To  the  Governor  of  the  Staie  of  New  York : 

By  virtue  of  certain  judicial  proceedings,  and  conflict  of 
jurisdiction  and  collisions,  it  has  become,  and  is  impractica- 
ble to  operate  and  run  the  Albany  and  Susquehanna  Rail- 
road either  under  the  management  of  the  directors  or  the 
control  of  the  persons  claiming  to  be  receivers.  The  public 
interests  and  the  obligations  of  the  company  demand  that 
the  road  should  be  run  and  operated,  and  the  undersigned, 
as  contending  claimants  to  the  possession  of  the  road,  here- 
by request  you  to  appoint  some  suitable  person  or  persons 
to  act  as  superintendent,  and  to  run  and  operate  the  road 
under  your  directions  aud  during  your  pleasure,  or  until 
the  necessity  of  such  superintendence  shall  cease — said  ap- 
pointment and  the  possession  by  yourself,  and  the  person  or 
persons  to  be  appointed  not  to  affect  the  legal  rights,  or  the 
present  actual  possession  of  the  parties  respectively  to  any 
part  of  said  road,  or  the  offices  or  property  thereof. — ^It  is 
understood  that  you  are  to  employ  such  agencies,  financial 
or  otherwise,  as  you  may  require,  and  to  fix  the  compensa- 
tion of  all  persons  employed  by  you. 

That  in  pursuance  of  this  request  the  governor  appointed 
Robert  L.  Banks  executive  and  financial  agent,  to  run  and 
operate  said  road,  and  that  the  said  Banks  entered  upon  the 
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discharge  of  such  trust,  and  has  smce  continued  to  have  the 
charge  and  management  of  the  same. 

That  on  the  7th  of  September  then  instant,  the  day  fixed 
for  the  anual  election  for  directors  for  said  company,  each 
of  said  contending  parties  holding  or  pretending  to  hold  an 
election  separate  and  apart  from  the  others,  elected  a  sepa- 
rate board  of  directors.  One  of  said  parties  elected,  or 
pretended  to  elect,  J.  Pierepont  Morgan  and  twelve  other 
persons  named  and  made  defendants  in  this  suit,  and  the 
other  of  said  contending  parties  elected,  or  pretended  to 
elect,  as  directors  of  said  company,  Charles  Courter  and 
twelve  other  persons  named  as  defendants  in  this  suit. 

The  plaintiff  further  alleges  on  information  and  belief, 
that  both  of  said  elections  were  illegal,  irregular  and  void  ; 
that  the  inspectors  of  each  side  were  appointed  in  a  manner 
not  authorized  by  law,  or  by  the  by-laws  of  said  company; 
that  stock  was  voted  on,  and  by  persons  not  authorized  to 
cast  a  vote  thereon  j  that  the  inspectors  on  both  sides  were 
restrained  by  injunctions  while  the  election  was  going  on, 
from  acting  according  to  their  own  judgment;  that  the 
transfer  books  were  not  present,  and  were  not  produced, 
although  demanded  by  several  stockholders;  that  several 
towns  along  the  line  of  said  road  are  owners  of  the  stock 
of  said  company,  and  that  three  or  more  of  such  towns  were 
represented  at  said  election  by  rival  commissioners,  and 
votes  on  such  stock  were  cast  on  each  side. 

That  Joseph  H.  Ramsay  has  given  notice  of  the  present- 
ment of  a  petition  to  the  supreme  court  for  the  removal  of 
the  last-named  board  of  directors,  and  for  the  confirmation 
of  the  election  of  the  first-named  board  of  directors ;  that 
another  action  has  been  brought  in  the  name  of  Eli  Perry,  as 
plaintifl,  to  restrain  the  last  above-named  board  of  directors, 
Charles  Courter  and  his  associates,  from  acting  as  directors ; 
that  five  other  suits  have  been  brought  in  relation  to  the 
said  matters — in  one  of  which  the  defendants  Groesbeck, 
Chamberlain,  Wall,  Boyd,  Vincent  and  Falls  are  plaintifis; 
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in  another  the  said  company  and  J.  H.  Ramsey  are  named 
as  plaintiffs,  in  another,  John  W.  VanValkenburg,  in  an- 
other, Minard  Barker,  and  m  another,  John  Eddy  as 
plainti£& 

That  plaintiffs  are  informed  that  the  last-named  board 
threatened  and  intend  to  bring  suits  to  compel  the  delivery 
to  them  of  the  property  of  the  company,  and  to  secure  the 
recognition  of  their  claims  as  directors  of  said  company. 

The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  each  of  said  pretended 
boards  of  directors  threaten  to  take,  or  claim  to  have  pos- 
session of  said  railroad,  and  all  the  property,  books  and 
papers  belonging  to  said  company,  and  to  exercise  all  the 
franchises,  privileges  and  corporate  rights  granted  to  said 
corporation,  and  the  plaintiffs  allege  and  insist  that  such 
claims  are  without  foundation  in  right,  and  if  such  threats 
are  carried  into  execution  by  either  of  said  contending  board 
of  directors,  it  will  be  a  usurpation  of  the  franchises  and 
corporate  rights  of  said  corporation,  and  will  lead  to  a  con- 
flict of  judicial  authority,  and  to  a  breach  of  the  peace  and 
the  good  order  of  the  comnr*unity.  The  plaintiff  further 
alleges  upon  information  and  belief  that  large  amounts  of 
the  stock  of  said  company,  and  other  property  of  said  com- 
pany have  been  alienated  and  transferred  by  the  officers  of 
said  company  contrary  to  law  and  foreign  to  the  business 
of  said  company,  and  particularly  to  a  number  of  persons 
therein  named. 

The  plaintiffs  further  state  that  the  governor  is  desirous 
of  being  relieved  and  of  relieving  those  appointed  by  him 
in  the  management  of  said  railroad,  and  from  the  positions 
occupied  and  the  responsibility  borne  by  them  under  the 
agreement  aforesaid,  that  the  governor  cannot  determine, 
without  danger  of  doing  injustice  to  one  of  the  parties, 
whether  either  of  said  boards,  and  if  either,  which  of  these 
is  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession  and  management  of 
said  road,  and  of  the  company's  affairs ;  that  the  decision  of 
the  governor,  if  made,  would  not  have  the  force  of  a  judicial 
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determination;  and  might  result  in  injury  to  the  corpora 
tion. 

That  the  governor  has^  therefore,  requested  that  this  ac- 
tion be  brought,  in  order  that  the  said  railroad  may  be 
placed  under  the  direction  and  controlof  competent  judicial 
authority,  independent  of  both  contending  parties  until  the 
rights  of  the  respective  parties  to  the  said  controversy  can 
be  judicially  determined.  The  complainant  prays  for  an 
injunction  against  the  the  defendants  composing  the  two 
boards  of  directors,  restraining  them  from  taking  possession 
of  or  in  any  manner  interfering  with  the  said  railroad,  or 
any  of  its  property,  books  and  papers,  and  from  exercising 
the  franchise  privilege  or  corporate  rights  of  said  corpora- 
tion and  from  acting  as  directors  or  officers  of  said  corpora- 
tion  ;  also,  that  it  be  adjudged  whether  either  of  said  elec- 
tions were  regular  and  legal,  and  if  either,  which  of  them ; 
that  if  neither  of  said  boards  be  declared  duly  elected  and 
entitled  to  hold  office  under  said  elections,  that  both  classes 
of  said  defendants  be  removed  from  office  and  a  new  election 
ordered  by  the  court.  Also,  that  the  defendants  be  re- 
strained from  prosecuting  any  of  the  suits  heretofore 
brought  as  stated,  and  from  commencing  any  new  suits  or 
proceedings  in  relation  to  said  controversy,  and  that  they 
be  restrained  from  holding  any  other  election  of  directors 
of  said  company.  Also,  that  receiver  Pruyn,  Courter  and 
Fisk  be  restrained  from  taking  possession  of  said  railroad, 
or  in  any  way  or  manner  interfering  with  the  same,  and 
that  a  receiver  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  the  road. 

The  defendants  composing  the  board  of  directors,  em- 
bracing Walter  S.  Church,  Charles  Courter,  James  Fisk, 
Jr.,  and  others,  answered  the  complaint,  and  set  up  that 
they  were  in  all  respects  lawfully  elected  directors  of  said 
company  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  said  com- 
plaint, and  claim  that  said  election  was  fairly  and  lawfully 
conducted,  so  far  as  relates  to  their  own  election,  and  deny 
the  v:)li(1itv  of  the  election  of  the  other  board,  headed  by 
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J.  Pierepont  Morgan^  and  deny  that  such  election  was  held 
by  legal  inspectors,  and  allege  that  such  inspectors  did  not 
take  their  places/  or  receive  votes,  or  act  as  inspectors 
until  more  than  twenty  minutes  after  the  regular  inspec- 
tors had  commenced  to  act,  and  more  than  twenty  minutes 
after  the  time  fixed  by  the  by-laws  of  said  company  for 
opening  the  polls,  and  in  effect  admit  otherwise  the  general 
allegations  of  the  complainant,  and  demand  judgment  that 
the  elections  of  these  said  defendants  as  directors  of  said 
corporation  be  declared  and  adjudged  regular  and  valid,  and 
that  the  said  defendants,  Walter  S.  Church,  Charles  Courter 
and  their  associates  be  put  in  possession  of  the  property  and 
franchises  of  said  corporation,  and  an  injunction  issued,  as 
asked  for  in  the  complaint,  against  the  said  Morgan  and 
others  claiming  to  act  as  directors  of  said  corporation  as 
against  the  said  defendants. 

The  defendants,  J.  Pierepont  Morgan,  Robert  H.  Pruyn 
and  others  comprising  the  other  board  of  directors  in  like 
manner  answered  the  complaint,  asserting  the  legality  of 
their  elections  and  denying  the  legality  of  the  election  of 
the  said  board  headed  by  Walter  S.  Church,  Courter  and 
others,  and  deny  that  James  Fisk  and  Charles  Courter  were 
lawfully  appointed  receivers,  and  insist  that  such  appoint- 
ment was  illegal  and  void,  and  allege  that  a  receiver  of  said 
board  had  been  previously  duly  appointed  and  was  in  pos- 
session ot  said  road  at  the  time  of  such  appointment,  and 
allege  that  the  pretended  order  appointing  Fisk  and  Courter 
receivers,  and  all  other  orders  and  injunctions,  including 
said  order  appointing  said  receivers — were  obtained  by  false 
and  fraudulent  misrepresentation  and  suppressing  of  the 
truth  and  in  aid  of  a  conspiracy  against  the  interests  of  said 
railroad  and  the  stockholders  thereof,  and  in  order  to  get 
the  possession,  control  and  management  of  said  road  away 
from  the  stockholders  of  s<iid  company  to  the  end  that  it 
might  be  managed  and  controlled  in  the  interest  and  for  the 
benefit  of  Jay  Gould;  James  Fisk;  Jr.,  and  others  acting 
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with  them^  and  otherwise  in  effect  admit  ttie  general  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  attesting  that  all  that  had  been  done 
by  them  or  others  acting  with  them  had  been  lawful  and 
fair  and  properly  done  for  the  best  interest  of  said  corpora- 
tion, and  demand  judgment  that  the  said  directors  J.  Piere- 
pont  Morgan  and  his  twelve  associates  may  be  adjudged 
and  declared  duly  and  legally  elected  and  rightful  directors 
of  said  company,  and  as  such  entitled  to  the  possession  af 
this  property  and  to  the  exercise  of  the  rights  and  franchises 
thereof,  and  that  the  election  of  the  said  Charles  Courter, 
James  Fisk  and  others,  be  declared  illegal  and  void,  and  that 
the  stock  whose  validity  was  questioned  in  the  complaint  be 
established,  and  that  an  injunction  issue  as  asked  for  in  the 
complaint  against  the  said  Charles  Courter  and  others,  re- 
straining them  from  interfering  with  the  property  of  said 
corporation.  Two  answers  were  put  in  nominally  by  the 
railroad  company  by  different  attorneys ;  each  claims  to  re- 
present the  corporation,  &c.,  and  answers  concurring  in 
substance  with  the  answers  ot  the  said  respective  board  of 
directors,  as  above  stated. 

Answers  were  also  put  in  by  the  other  defendants, — Dab- 
ney,  J.  P.  Morgan,  Goodwin,  George  H.  Morgan,  Bruce, 
Groesbeck,  Chamberlain,  Vincent,  Morrell,  Falls,  Boyd, 
Sloan,  Thompson  and  Green — denying  the  allegation  of  the 
complaint  in  respect  to  such  parties,  so  far  as  such  allega- 
tions question  the  validity  of  the  stock  held  by  them  re- 
spectively, and  asserting  the  validity  of  such  stock,  and  of 
their  title  to  the  same,  and  therein  admitting  the  general 
allegation  of  the  complaint. 

The  issues  thus  formed  came  on  for  trial  at  an  adjourned 
*»pecial  term  and  circuit,  held  at  Rochester  on  the  '29th  day 
of  November,  1869,  when 

Marshall  B.  Ciiamplain,  attorney  general;  George  G. 
MuNGER,  Stephen  H.  Hammond,  assistant  attorney 
general^  appeared  for  the  people. 
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William  F.  Allen,  Charles  Tract,  Aaron  J.  Van 
BERPOEL,  Henrt  SmitH;  Matthew  Hale,  and  John 
H  McFarland  appeared  as  counsel  far  Joseph  H, 
Ramsey y  J.  Pierepont  Morgan  and  other  defendants. 

David  Dudley  Field,  John  H.  Martindale,  William 
C.  Barrett  and  Dudley  Field  appeared  for  James 
Fishy  jr,j  Jay  Qouldy  Charles  Courier,  Walter  S. 
Church,  and  defendants  of  the  same  class  of  directors. 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  J. — ^Upon  the  issues  presented  in  the 
pleadings,  and  the  mass  of  evidence  taken  upon  this  trial, 
the  first  question  presented  for  my  decision  relates  to  the 
power  of  the  court  in  equity  to  give  the  relief  demaiided  in 
the  complaint. 

The  mode  of  determining  the  title  of  a  party  to  an  office 
prior  to  the  Code  was  by  quo  warranto,  or  by  information 
in  the  nature  of  a  quo  wa/rranto\  and  these  proceedings 
could  only  be  instituted  and  prosecuted  to  effect  in  the 
courts  of  law. 

Section  428  of  the  Code  declares  that  the  writ  of  scire 

» 

facias,  the  writ  of  qtu>  warranto,  and  proceedings  by  infor- 
mation in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  are  abolished,  and  that 
the  remedies  heretofore  obtainable  in  those  forms  may  be 
obtained  by  civil  actions,  under  the  provisions  of  that 
chapter. 

Section  432  of  the  same  chapter  provides  that  an  action 
may  be  brought  by  the  attorney  general,  in  the  name  of 
the  people,  upon  his  own  information,  or  upon  the  com- 
plaint  of  any  private  parties  against  the  parties  offending : — 
**  Where  any  person  shall  usurp,  intrude  into,  or  unlawfully 
hold  or  exercise  any  public  office,  civil  or  military,  or  any 
franchise  within  this  state,  or  any  office  in,  or  corporation 
created  by  the  authority  of  this  state,"  and  section  450  of 
the  same  chapter,  is  as  follows :  '•  Where  several  persons 
claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  same  office  or  franchise,  one  ac- 
tion may  be  brought  against  all  such  persons  in  order  to 
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try  their  respective  rights  to  such  office  or  franchise."    These 
sections  of  the  Code  clearly  authorize  the  institution  of  this 
action  in  the  name  of  the  people.     Such  action  must  be 
commenced  and  prosecuted  like  other  civil  actions  and  is  to 
be  governed  in  respect  to  the  pleadings  and  proceedings  by 
the  same  rules.     {The  People  agt.  Cooky  4  Selden^  70 ;   the 
same  agt.  Clark,  11  Barb,  337  ;   the  same  agt.  Cramer,  4 
Kemanj  434.)     The   Code^  section   142,  requires  that  the 
complaint  in  all  actions  shall  contain  a  plain  and  concise 
statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action.     The 
complaint  in  this  case  conforms  to  this  rule  and  asks  ap- 
propriate relief.     The  relief  demanded  consists  in,  and  the 
nature  of  the  case  requires,  the  exercise  of  the  equitable 
power  of  the  court.     In  conformity  with  the  prayer  of   the 
complaint  an  injunction  has  been  issued  and  a  receiver  has 
been  appointed  which  are  the  usual  and  appropriate  instru- 
mentalities of  a  court  of  equity.     The  action  is  therefore 
properly  brought.     The  subject  matter  of  the  controversy 
is  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  the  only 
point  of  any  practical  consequence  in  this  connection  re- 
lates to  the  mode  of  trial.     Issues  of  fact  upon  quo  warran* 
tOf  issues  of  fact  upon  the  relation  of  a  party  claiming  an 
office  upon  information,  when  the  party  proceeded  against 
was  in  the  possession  of  the  office,  before  the  Code  and 
usually  since,  have  been  tried  by  a  jury  upon  the  issues 
made  by  the  pleadings.     The  chapter  of  the  Code  in  respect 
to  actions  in  place  of  scire  faciaSy  quo  warranto,  and  of  in- 
formations in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  has  been  enacted 
and  incorporated  into  the  Code  since  its  original  enactment 
in  1848,  and  no  express  provision  is  made  in  said  chapter 
or  elsewhere,  that  I  have  been  able  to  find,  providing  for 
the  trial  of  such  actions.     Section  253  of  the  Code  provides 
that  issues  of  fact  for  the  recovery  of  money  only  or  of 
specific  real  or  personal  property,  or  for  a  divorce  from  the 
marriage  on   the  ground  of  adultery,  must  be  tried  by  a 
jury,  unless  a  jury  is  waived  and  section  254  provides  that 
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every  other  issue  is  triable  by  the  court,  which  may  however 
order  the  whole  issue  or  any  specific  question  of  fact  in- 
volved therein,  to  be  tried  by  a  jury .'^ 

The  issues  of  fact  thereupon  formed  in  this  action,  were 
in  the  first  instance  and  are  triable  by  the  court,  but  the 
two  most  important  and  leading  issues  might  have  been 
submitted  to  a  jury,  and  if  an  application  had  in  due  time 
been  made  for  that  purpose,  it  would  most  probably  have 
been  granted,  and  the  court  thus  have  been  relieved  of  the 
unpleasant  burden  and  responsibility  of  passing  upon  the 
facts  of  the  case.  But  no  application  or  suggestion  of  that 
kind  was  made  to  the  court  until  the  cause  had  proceeded  to 
trial,  and  the  attorney  general  had  opened  the  case,  read  the 
pleadings,  and  rested,  when  the  parties  and  counsel  being 
on  both  sides  present  and  not  unprepared  for  trial,  and  a 
large  number  of  witnesses  also  being  in  attendance,  I  held 
that  the  application  came  too  late,  and  that  the  trial  must 
proceed.  It  remains,  therefore,  for  me  to  pass  upon  the 
issues  made  by  the  pleadings,  as  .with  other  cases  tried  by 
the  court. 

Before  proceeding  to  discuss  the  evidence  applicable  to 
the  leading  issues  in  the  action,  I  will  state  such  preliminary 
facts  as  I  deem  fully  established  by  the  evidence  and  undis^ 
puted. 

The  Albany  and  Susquehanna  Railroad  is  a  corporation 
organized  in  1851,  under  the  general  Railroad  Act  of  1850, 
with  a  capital  originally  of  $1,400,000,  divided  into  14,000 
shares  of  SlOO  each,  and  subsequently  increased,  by  special 
act  of  the  legislature,  to  $4,000,000 ;  and  entitled,  under 
the  fifth  section  of  the  general  act,  to  thirteen  directors,  to 
be  chosen  annually  by  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  the  stock- 
holders voting  at  such  election,  in  such  manner  as  may  be 
prescribed  in  the  by-laws  of  the  corporation. 

The  by-laws  provide  that  the  annual  election  of  directors 
should  be  held  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  September,  1852,  and 
on  the  same  day  in  each  year  thereafter,  at  such  place  as 
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might  be  prescribed  by  a  resolution  of  the  directors  the 
preceding  year,  the  polls  to  be  open  at  12  o'clock  at  noon, 
and  to  continue  open  until  1  o'clock  in  the  afternoon — that 
no  transfer  of  stock  should  be  made  for  twenty  days  next 
previous  to  the  annual  election  of  directors,  and  on  the  day 
of  election  the  secretary  should  present  to  the  inspectors  of 
election  the  transfer  books  and  an  alphabetical  list  of  the 
names  of  stockholders  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election,  and 
the  number  of  shares  held  by  each,  and  that  at  the  election 
in  1852,  and  at  each  succeeding  election,  three  persons  who 
are  stockholders,  shall  be  chosen  by  the  persons  entitled 
to  vote  for  directors,  as  inspectors  of  the  next  succeeding 
election ;  it  was  also  duly  provided  that  a  public  notice  of 
the  holding  of  the  annual  election  for  thfrteen  directors  of 
said  corporation  was  duly  published  for  more  than  thirty 
days  before  said  election — the  first  publication  being  on  the 
dd  day  of  August,  1869 ;  and  that  said  notice  stated  that 
such  election  would  be  held  at  the  office  of  the  company, 
No,  262  Broadway,  in  the  city  of  Albany,  on  Tuesday,  the 
7th  day  of  September,  1869 ;  that  the  polls  would  open  at 
12  o'clock,  noon,  and  continue  open  for  one  hour  thereaftor, 
and  that  the  transfer  book  would  close  on  the  7th  day  of 
August  and  re-opened  on  the  8th  day  of  September. 

At  the  stockholders'  meeting  convened  in  pursuance  to 
this  notice,  it  also  appears  that  the  inspectors  of  election 
chosen  at  the  annual  election  in  1868,  to  conduct  the  elec- 
tion for  1869,  did  not  qualify  and  act,  having  been  restrained 
from  so  doing  by  injunction,  and  that  as  the  proper  resource 
of  the  stockholders  in  that  exigency,  both  classes  of  stock- 
holders desiring  to  contest  such  election,  proceeded  to  choose 
inspectors  for  such  election.  It  is  not  disputed  that  such 
was  the  right  of  the  stockholders  so  appearing,  (See  Matter 
of  Wheeler,  Ahb.j  n.  5.,  361.) 

Upon  the  evidence  on  the  merits,  it  appears  that  on  the 
day  and  at  the  place  fixed  for  such  election,  the  stockholders 
of  said  railroad  company  appeared  in  large  numbers  and 
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chose  two  sets  of  inspectors,  and  held  two  independent 
elections  in  the  same  room,  both  proceeding  at  the  same 
time,  and  that  in  proper  form,  each  set  of  inspectors  certified 
to  the  election  of  a  board  of  thirteen  directors  at  each  poll, 
one  class  of  whom  I  will  call,  for  greater  distinction,  the 
Ramsey  board,  headed  by  J.  Pierepont  Morgan,  and  one 
the  Fisk  board,  headed  by  Charles  Courter  and  Walter  S. 
Church — that  each  of  these  classes  of  men  organized,  after 
such  election,  as  a  board  of  directors  of  said  corporation, 
and  claimed  to  be  lawfully  elected,  aud  to  possess  the  right 
to  exercise  and  control  the  franchises  and  property  of  said 
^  corporation. 

The  chief  issues  for  my  decision  arise  upon  these  facts, 
and  the  evidence  relates  to  these  conflicting  claims,  and  I 
wiU  proceed  to  discuss  them  in  the  order  in  which  they 
were  tried. 

First — ^Was  the  election  of  the  board  called  the  Ramsey 
board  of  directors  valid  and  legal,  or  otherwise. 

The  evidence,  I  think,  clearly  establishes  that  the  inspec- 
tors— Snow,  Eddy  and  Harder — who  held  this  election, 
were  chosen  at  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders,  held  in  the 
hall  of  the  company's  office  or  building,  organized  soon,  and 
I  think  from  ten  to  fifteen  minutes  after  twelve  o'clock  at 
noon ;  that  they  took  the  oath  of  office  prescribed  by  the 
statute  regulating  elections  by  incorporated  companies  (Betf. 
Stats. J  paH  1,  chap.  18,  title  4,  %  7,)  and  immediately  pro- 
ceeded to  open  the  polls  and  receive  votes  from  the  stock- 
holders present  offering  the  same,  and  received  the  votes  of 
persons  so  voting,  in  person  and  by  proxy,  upon  .10,742 
shares  of  the  stock  of  such  corporation,  all  of  which  votes 
were  given  for  the  said  class  of  directors,  headed  by  the  said 
J.  Pierepont  Morgan,  and  that  they  held  such  poll  open 
nntil  about  half-past  one  o'clock  of  the  same  day,  and  then 
canvassed  the  votes  and  made  and  executed  in  proper  form 
a  certificate  of  election,  certifying  in  form  and  effect  that 

the  said  class  of  thirteen  persons  headed  by  J.  Pierepont 
Vol..  XXXVin.  16 
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Morgan,  were  duly  elected  directors  of  said  company,  and 
that  each  one  of  them  received  10,742  votes  for  such  office, 
•and  all  the  votes  cast  at  such  election. 

So  far  as  the  form  of  the  proceedings  upon  this  election 
is  concerned,  I  do  not  see  why  it  was  not  in  all  respects 
regular  and  valid.  The  inspectors  took  the  proper  oath, 
and  proceeded  in  the  usual  and  regular  way  to  hold  said 
election.  The  treasurer  presented  to  them  an  alphabetical 
list  of  the  names  of  the  stockholders  entitled  to  vote  at  sueh 
election,  comprising  the  names  of  all  the  stockholders  whose 
names  appeared  upon  the  ledger  and  transfer  books  on  the 
previous  7th  of  August,  or  whose  stock,  scrip,  power  of 
attorney,  or  assignment  for  transfer  had  been  presented  to 
the  treasurer  for  transfer  before  that  day.  No  votes  were 
received  except  from  persons,  or  their  proxies,  who  appeared 
by  such  list  of  stockholders  to  have  been  stockholders  on 
the  said  7th  of  August,  and  their  names  were  carefully 
marked  and  checked  upon  such  list  as  their  ballots  were 
received.  It  is  true  that  every  vote  so  received  was  chal- 
lenged by  some  person  appearing  and  claiming  to  have  a 
proxy  entitling  him  to  have  a  vote  at  such  election,  but  not 
by  any  stockholder,  or  person  holding  a  proxy,  who  did  in 
fact  vote,  or  offer  to  vote,  at  such  election.  The  persons  so 
making  the  respective  challenges  did  ako  demand  to  see  the 
books,  or  the  transfer  book,  of  the  company  at  the  time  of 
making  such  challenges.  These  challenges  were  disregarded 
so  far  as  the  same  related  to  the  production  of  the  books, 
but  reference  in  respect  to  the  right  to  vote,  in  each  case, 
was  made  to  the  said  list  of  stockholders  so  provided  by  the 
treasurer.  The  party  making  these  challenges  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  production  of  the  books.  The  challenges  were, 
doubtless,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  by-law,  number  2,  of 
the  company,  above  set  ftfrth,  which  must  have  been  adopted 
prior  to  1852,  for  the  by-law  section,  number  1,  provides 
for  an  election  to  be  held  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  September, 
1853,  and  the  printed  book  of  by-laws,  a  copy  of  which  has 
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been  furnished  to  me,  appears  to  have  been  printed  in  1852. 
After  that  period  the  general  railroad  act  was  amended 
in  1854.     Section  5  of  the  amended  act  provides:  "That  at 
.  every  election  of  directors  the  books  and  papers  of  such  com- 
pany shall  be  exhibited  to  the  meeting,  if  a  majority  of  the 
stockholders   present   shall    require   it.'^       This   provision 
applies  to  the  election  of  directors  in  all  railroad  companies 
organized  under  the  general  law.     But  if  this  by-law  were 
in  force  it  would  be  simply  directory,  and  the  omission  to 
comply  with  it,  and  the  disregard  of  the  challenge  would 
not  invalidate  the  election,  if  otherwise  valid.     It  would, 
doubtless,  cast  upon  the  parties  claiming  under  it  the  bur 
den  of  showing  that  the  persons  voting  at  such  election,  and 
80  challenged,  were  or  appeared  by  the  transfer  books  on 
the  7th  of  August  previously,  to  be  actually  stockholders  in 
said  company,  and  for  the  number  of  shares  so  voted.     This 
was  done  on  the  trial  by  the  production  of  the  books,  and 
the  production  of  the  ballots  then  deposited  and  preserved, 
and  the  proxies  presented  to  the  inspectors,  and  delivered  to 
them  at  the  time  of  such  election.     From  the  books  and  list  * 
of  stockholders  so  voting,  the  ballots  deposited,  and  the 
proxies  so  delivered  and  produced,  it  appears  that  the  per 
sons  who  voted  at  that  election,  in  person  or  by  proxy, 
were  actual  and  lawful  stockholders  of  said  company  at  the 
time,  and  were  legally  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election,  with 
possibly  an  exception  in  respect  to  one  or  more  of  such 
voters,  which,  as  there  were  no  opposing  votes,  cannot 
affect  the  validity  of  the  election,  if  it  were  in  other  respects 
lawfuUy  held  by  said  inspectors.     The  fact  that  the  poll  of 
said  election  was  not  open  until  after  twelve  o'clock,  and 
was  held  open  until  after  one  o'clock,  does  not  affect  the 
validity  of  the  election.     It  would  not  have  been  lawful  to 
open  such  election  before  twelve  o'clock,  for  that  was  the 
time  fixed  in  the  notice  and  no  one  was  bound  to  be  present 
before  that  time,  but  after  the  election  was  begun  it  was 
not  improper  for  the  inspectors  to  keep  it  open  as  long, 
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within  a  recusonable  discretion,  as  was  Decessary  to  receive 
the  votes  of  all  the  stockholders  present,  ready  and  offering 
to  vote..  {See  Matter  of  the  Long  Island  Railroad  Com- 
pany ^  19  Wendy  146.) 

The  objection  that  the  meeting  of  stockholders  held  in 
the  hall  of  said  office  or  building  was  called  to  order  by 
Henry  Smith,  not  a  stockholder,  is  not  tenable.  He  held  a 
proxy  given  him  and  others  to  vote  for  one  town,  and  be- 
sides he  was  requested  by  Ramsey,  the  President,  to  call 
such  meeting  to  order  and  to  act  for  him.  This  request 
was  sufficient  authority  for  him  to  act  in  the  place  of  Ram- 
sey, who  was  then  held  in  custody  upon  an  arrest  by  the 
Sheriff  of  Albany,  in  an  adjoining  room.  The  call  was  re- 
cognized by  a  large  number  of  stockholders  then  present. 
Hendricks,  who  acted  as  chairman,  was  a  stockholder,  and 
he  was  chosen  by  the  affirmative  votes  of  many  stockholders 
present,  no  one  objected  The  votes  put  by  him  and  the 
election  of  the  inspectors  were  fairly  and  properly  put,  and 
the  inspectors  duly  elected  by  stockholders  in  such  meeting, 
but  few  if  any  voting  in  the  negative.  The  inspectors  im- 
mediately entered  upon  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  and 
many  stockholders  recognized  them  as  lawful  inspectors 
and  proceeded  to  vote  at  the  poll  opened  by  them.  If 
nothing  else  appeared,  this  election  so  held  by  them  would 
unquestionably  be  valid,  and  the  persons  voted  for  as  di- 
rectors declared  by  them  to  have  been  duly  elected  would 
be  the  legal  directors  of  said  corporation,  if  the  meeting  of 
stockholders  at  which  they  were  so  elected  inspectors  was 
a  lawful  meeting.  And  there  is  no  ground  for  its  impeach- 
ment presented  in  the  evidence  or  seriously  urged  at  the 
trial,  except  that  a  prior  meeting  of  stockholders  had  been 
duly  held  in  the  directors  room  of  said  building  on  the  same 
day,  over  which  Walter  S.  Church  presided,  at  which 
another  set  of  inspectors  had  been  duly  elected  who  had 
opened  a  prior  poll  and  held  another  election  at  which  other 
directots  were  duly  elected,  and  this  brings  me  to  the  con- 
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sideratioQ  of  the  secood  leading  and  important  issue  in  the 
cause* 

Secondly. — ^Was  the  election  held  by  Hamilton  Harris  and 
others  acting  as  inspectors,  and  at  which  it  claimed  that 
Charles  Courter,  Walter  S.  Church  and  others  were  elected 
directors,  a  legal  and  valid  election  t 

The  fact  is  undisputed  and  indisputable,  that  a  stock- 
holders' meeting  was  held  in  what  is  called  the  directors' 
room  of  said  company,  by  a  portion  of  the  stockholders'  of 
the  corporation  prior  to  the  meeting  so  held  in  the  hall  of 
said  building  over  which  James  Hendricks  presided ;  that 
Walter  S.  Church  was  chairman  of  such  meeting,  and  J.  H. 
Herrick  secretary,  that  Hamilton  Harris,  Joseph  Bush  and 
James  Oliver  were  elected  inspectors ;  that  such  inspectors 
immediately  proceeded  to  the  room  called  the  treasurer's  room 
in  said  building  assigned  for  the  purpose  of  the  election  and 
opened  a  poll,  and  proceeded  to  receive  such  votes  of  stock- 
holders as  were  offered,  and  continued  open  said  poll  until  1 
o'clock  p.  m.,  when  they  closed  the  same,  canvassed  the 
votes,  and  declared  Walter  S.  Church  and  the  twelve  other 
persons  named  and  voted  for,  on  the  same  ticket,  duly 
elected  directors  of  said  corporation ;  and  it  is  also  clearly 
established  and  undisputed  that  this  stockholders'  meeting 
was  called  to  order  and  organized  about  15  minutes  before 
12  o'cock,  and  that  the  said  inspectors  chosen  at  such  meet- 
ing proceeded  in  the  treasurer's  room  to  open  the  said  poll, 
and  took  possession  of  the  polling  place,  and  declared  that 
they  came  there  to  act  as  inspectors  at  about  five  or  six 
minutes  before  12  o'clock,  and  that  about  12  o'clock  colonel 
North  wh'>  moved  the  organization  of  such  stockholders' 
meeting,  moved  a  reorganization  of  that  meeting,  and  that 
said  inspectors  be  reappointed  and  proceed  with  said  elec- 
tion. Upon  the  question  whether  the  said  inspectors  ac- 
tually received  any  votes  before  12  o'clock,  there  is  a  con- 
flict in  this  evidence. 

The  organization  of  this  stockholders'  meeting  before  12 
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o'clock  was  obviously  a  surprise  upon  many  of  the  stock- 
holders entitled  to  attend  and  take  part  in  such  meeting. 

The  notice  for  the  election  fixed  the  time  at  12  o'clock 
at  noon^  and  there  was  no  notice  given  or  published  of  a 
stockholders'  meeting  for  any  other  time,  or  for  any  other 
meeting  of  stockholders,  except  such  as  was  involved  in  a 
notice  of  the  election.  There  was  nothing  in  such  notice 
to  apprise  the  stockholders  that  there  was  any  occasion  for 
their  assembling  before  12  o'clock,  or  that  any  other  busi- 
ness was  to  be  transacted  except  that  of  the  election.  So 
far,  therefore,  as  this  meeting  and  its  acts  are  concerned, 
including  the  appointment  of  inspectors,  I  think  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  there  was  surprise  and  fraud  upon  many 
of  the  stockholders,  and  as  against  such  stockholders  as  did 
not  participate  in  such  meeting,  the  same  was  irregular 
and  void.  All  acts  done  by  portions  of  the  corporators, 
which  bear  the  appearance  of  trick,  secresy  or  fraud  will  be 
held  invalid.  ( Wilcox  an  Corporations,  51.)  Surprise  and  fraud 
upon  part  of  the  electors  is  ground  for  avoiding  election. 
This  principle  is  asserted  in  numerous  cases.  {Rex,  agt.  Go- 
borianj  11  East,  77;  Grant  on  Corporations,  204;  People  agt. 
Peck,  11  Wend.  611 ;  Matter  of  the  Pioneer  Paper  Co.,  36 
Howard^  LOS.)  But  it  is  claimed  that  their  organization 
of  the  meeting  at  11  o'clock  cured  this  irregularity. — This 
would  doubtless  be  so  if  the  new  organization  were 
a  full  fair,  open  reorganization  like  a  new  meeting,  and 
attended  with  no  circumstances  of  deception  or  unfair- 
ness. If  the  meeting  held  before  12  o'clock  had  been  en- 
tirely abandoned  in  all  respects — and  it  was  there  announced 
that  it  was  so  abandoned — and  the  reasons  for  a  stockholders' 
meeting  had  there  been  fully  stated  anew  and  a  new  organ- 
ization then  had  as  of  an  original  meeting,  I  should  have  no 
doubt  that  such  new  meeting  would  be  a  regular  and  valid 
one.  But  I  think  this  rule  will  hardly  apply  in  this  case. 
The  inspectors  had  gone  to  the  treasurer's  room  and  pro- 
claimed themselves  inspectors  and  had  opened  the  polls  and 
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had  proceeded  to  act  as  inspectors.  They  were  not  recalled. 
They  did  not  abandon  their  places  or  positions  and  return 
to  the  meeting  for  a  new  lease  of  power  or  renounce  their 
claim  to  be  inspectors,  but  kept  their  places,  assuming  to 
be  inspectors  and  claiming  the  right  to  receive  votes,  if 
they  did  not  actually  receive  any  before  the  minute  of  12 
o'clock  arrived. 

The  resolutions  passed  at  the  leorganized  meeting  were 
not  new  resolutions  prepared  at  the  moment,  but  were  re- 
solutions previously  prepared,  and  on  their  face,  assume  the 
existence  and  continuance  of  an  orgnaized  meeting  and  the 
previous  appointment  of  inspectors.  The  resolution  of  the 
new  meeting  are  as  follows : 

^^  Resolved,  That  this  meeting  proceed  with  the  annual 
election  of  directors  and  inspectors,  with  Walter  S.  Church 
as  chairman^  and  Jonathan  Herrick  as  secretary.''  And 
next. — 

^^Besolvedj  That  the  annual  election  of  the  directors  and 
inspectors  proceed  with  Messrs.  Harris,  Bush  and  Oliver  as 
inspectors  in  the  place  of  Messrs.  Hand,  Lathrop  and  Has- 
kell, inoUigible  and  removed." 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  case  depended  upon  this  point, 
I  should  be  bound  to  hold  that  the  reorganized  meeting 
was  in  fact  and  in  legal  effect  but  a  continuance  of  the 
first  meeting. — The  first  meeting  did  not  break  up.  The 
chairman  and  secretary  retained  their  seats  at  the  table  with 
their  friendly  stockholders,  where  they  sat  at  the  first  meet- 
ing, and  there  was  no  abandonment  of  the  room  or  a  relin- 
quishment of  its  pre-occupation  by  those  who  held  the  first 
meeting,  and  no  formal  organization  of  a  new  meeting  in  the 
ordinary  way. 

It  appears  that  there  was  a  discrepancy  between  the  time 
kept  at  the  company's  ticket  office,  and  in  the  treasurer's 
room,  and  the  time  of  the  watches  of  the  stockholders  meet- 
ing in  which  Mr.  Church  presided,  and  at  the  election  held 
by   Hamilton  Harris  and   his  associate    inspectors.     This 
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difference  in  time,  I  think,  accounts  for  much  of  the  dis- 
crepancy in  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  in  respect  to  the 
order  of  time  of  particular  transactions  during  the  day, — 
The  Fisk  party  sent  a  young  man  by  the  name  of  Wilber? 
in  the  morning  of  the  election,  at  about  8  o'clock,  to  the  ob- 
servatory building  accompanied  by  Joseph  Bush,  to  get  the 
true  observatory  time,  and  he  returned  and  reported  the 
the  time  by  his  watch  as  set  by  some  man  at  the  observa- 
tory building,  and  most  of  the   parties,  including  Harris, 
North,  Sherman,  and  others,  set  their  watches  with  his  and 
regarded  such  as  the  true  time.     Harris  testified  that  at  4 
minutes  before  12  by  the  clook  in  the  treasurer's  room,  and 
at  precisely  12  by  my  watch,  as  I  had  set  it  from  the  time 
given  me  by  George  Wilber,  we  proceeded  to  an  opening  in 
tbe  desk,  where  stools  had  previously  been  arranged — ^three 
high  stools,  and  took  our  station  there  upon  the  stools.     I 
/proclaimed  in  substance  that  we  had  been  appointed  in- 
spectors at  a  stockholders  meeting  held  in  the  director's 
room,  and  'formally  opened  the  polls.     I  placed  my  own 
hat  on  the  counter  in  front  of  me  to  receive  ballots,  and  the 
moment  I  got  through  making  the  proclamation  of  opening 
the  polls,  Mr.  Fuller  stepped  up  on  the  other  side  of  the 
desk,  took  out  a  package  of  papers  and  opened  them,  con- 
sisting of  certificates  of  stock  and  a  certified  copy  of  an 
order  appointing  him  receiver.     These  papers,  Mr.  Harris 
says,  he  took  and  examined,  and  as  Judge  Allen  protested 
against  the  proceedings,  he  retained  them  until  12  o'clock 
precisely  by  the  clock  in  the  treasury  room,  when  he  said 
we  took  the  ballots — ^two  ballots,  one  for  1,300  shares,  and 
one  for  1,200  shares — and  deposited  them  in  the  hat.     La- 
throp  testifies  that  he  was  in  the  room,  and  that  Harris 
took  the  first  vote  5  minutes  before  12 ;   that  he  looked  at 
his  watch  and  the  clock  at  the  time,  and  it  was  4  minutes 
to  12  when  Harris  took  his  seat ;  and  that  he  and  Haskell 
both  noticed  it  at  the  time  and  spoke  of  it. — ^Van  Alstine, 
book-keeper  in  the  treasurer's  ofSce,  says  the  first  action 
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there  was  by  Hamilton  Harris^  who  announced  that  he  and 
the  two  others  h^d  been  elected  inspectors  at  a  stockholders 
meeting  that  that  was  about  5  minutes  before  12, — he 
commenced  to  receive  votes  about  4  minutes  before  12,  and 
before  the  protest  of  Judge  Allen.  Col.  North  had  the 
same  time  with  Harris.  He  testified  that  he  took  it  from 
Bush  and  Wilber.  He  moved  the  organization  and  re-or- 
ganization in  he  directors  room.  He  testifies  that  after  the 
organization  the  first  thing  that  took  place,  he  marked  par- 
ticularly, was  that  "  I  noticed  my  watch,  I  consulted  it,  and 
when  it  was  one  minute  past  12  o'clock  I  moved  two  reso- 
lutions/' which  are  the  resolutions  pacsed  on  the  reorgan- 
ization. Sherman  testified  that  he  compared  his  watch 
with  Bush  and  with  Field  and  one  or  two  other  gentlemen, 
and  that  Col.  North's  time  agreed  with  his.  And  in  respect 
to  the  reorganization  he  said,  he  ^^  came  into  the  directors 
room  from  the  treasurer's  room  about  a  minute  before  12 — 
and  tapped  Col.  North  on  the  shoulder  and  said,  ^4t  is  one 
minute  of  12.  Keep  your  watch  open  and  be  sure  to  offer 
these  resolutions  (the  second  set  above  mentioned)  at  a 
little  after  12  and  not  before,  and  in  order  to  make  sure 
wait  a  few  seconds  after  12,  but  Aot  more  than  15  seconds. 
He  made  some  reply,  and  I  again  repeated  almost  exactly 
what  I  have  said  to  impress  it  upon  him.  He  took  his 
paper  in  one  hand  his  watch  in  the  other,  and  we  again 
compared  time,  and  about  30  or  40  seconds  to  12  I  started 
back  for  the  other  room.  And  this  coincides  with  the  test- 
imony of  S.  E.  Hutchins.  He  sat  at  the  table  to  report  the 
proceedings  until  after  the  second  organization.  He  testified 
thiit  about  three  minutes  before  12  o'clock  by  his  watch, 
some  one  remarked  to  Col.  North  that  it  was  ubout  time 
for  him  to  ofier  his  resolutions,  and  he  did  so,  (the  second 
series  of  resolutions,)  that  Col.  Church  put  the  motion,  and 
immediately  it  was  carried,  and  that  after  the  resolution 
was  carried  he  said  he  heard  the  brewery  bell  strike  12 
o'clock,  and  his  watch  agreed  with  that  clock. 
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It  is  thus,  I  think,  quite  evident  that  the  reorganization 
was  moved  at  least  three  minutes  before  12  o'clock  by  the 
time  in  the  treasurer's  and  ticket  offices  of  the  company^ 
which  I  think  was  more  to  be  relied  on  as  the  true  time  in 
the  city  of  Albany  at  that  point  of  time  than  the  time  re- 
ported by  Wilber  as  the  observatory  time  by  his  watch,  set 
by  a  man  he  did  not  know  and  by  a  clock  he  did  not  see^ 
which  might  be  done  mistakenly,  and  possibly  deceitfully — 
for  it  appears  that  it  required  a  change  of  most  of  the 
watches  of  the  party,  whose  movements  were  regulated  by 
the  time  so  reported.  And  if  it  were  important  or  essential 
to  the  decision  of  the  case,  I  should  be  inclined  to  hold  that 
the  time  of  the  clock  in  the  offices  of  the  company  which 
regulated  the  running  of  the  trains^  and  was,  as  Van  Alstine 
testified,  regulated  hourly  by  telegraphic  communication 
with  the  observatory  clock,  should  be  held  to  be  the  true 
and  proper  time  to  regulate  the  proceedings  of  the  stock- 
holders at  their  corporate  meetings,  and  should  be  con- 
sidered as  affording  the  true  test  for  the  determination  of 
the  actual  time  at  the  period  in  question,  for  the  purpose  of 
said  election* 

But  the  legality  of  this  meeting,  in  its  first  organization, 
and  its  reorganization  and  of  the  election  held  under  its 
authority,  was  denied  and  contested  on  the  trial  and  ar- 
gument in  connection  with  these  questions,  chiefly  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  part  of  a  scheme  of  conspiracy 
through  the  form  of  an  election,  for  a  minority  of  the  stock- 
holders of  said  corporation  to  obtain  the  control  of  said  rail- 
road by  James  Fisk,  jr..  Jay  Gould  and  others  acting  in 
concert  with  them,  and  in  fraud  of  the  just  rights  of  the 
stockholders  holding  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  said  company. 

It  clearly  appeared  that  from  dissatisfaction  on  the  part 
of  some  members  of  the  board  of  directors  with  Mr.  Ramsey, 
or  other  cause,  early  in  the  summer,  in  conjunction  with 
Messrs  Fisk  and  Gould — (Mr.  Harris  testified  he  was  re 
tained  by   Mr.  Gould  as  counsel  in  the  matter  in  June,) 
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efforts  began  by  the  purchase  of  stock  to  prepare  for  a 
change  in  the  directors  in  the  railroad  company  at  the  com- 
ing election  to  be  held  in  September^  and  these  efforts  con- 
tinued up  to  the  7th  of  August;  the  day  for  the  close  of  the 
transfer  books. 

This  proceeding  was  entirely  legitimate,  proper  and  law- 
ful. It  is  the  law  of  joint  stock  corporations  that  a  majority 
of  the  stockholders  interest  shall  control  in  the  election  of 
its  officers,  and  its  management. 

Besides  these  efforts  in  the  purchase  of  stock  to  get  the 
control  of  the  road  at  the  ensuing  election,  proof  was  given 
at  the  trial  to  show  that  resort  was  had  to  various  judicial 
proceedings,  with  the  preconcerted  design  and  intent  to  pre- 
vent an  honest  and  fair  election,  by  excluding  votes  that 
could  not  be  controlled  by  the  Fisk  and  Gould  interest,  and 
to  hinder  and  prevent  a  free  and  true  expression  of  the 
wishes  of  the  other  stockholders  at  such  election,  in  respect 
to  the  future  management  and  control  of  the  said  road. 

It  appears  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  twenty-two  different  suits  had  been  commenced 
and  instituted  by  the  different  parties  interested  in  this  con- 
troversy. With  those  suits  and  proceedings,  I  have  nothing 
to  do  in  this  connection,  except  as  they  preceded,  related 
to  or  were  designed  to  affect,  influence  or  control  the  elec- 
tion held  on  the  7th  of  September. 

The  first  of  the  suits  of  this  description  was  commenced  by 
Joseph  Bush,  on  or  before  the  dd  of  August,  against  David 
Groesbeck,  Samuel  Sloan,  Samuel  C.  Thompson,  Ossian  D. 
Ashley,  C.  H.  Dabney,  J.  B.  Morgan  and  G.  H.  Morgan,  Good- 
win and  Waller  H.  Burns.  The  complaint  alleged  that  3,000 
shares  of  the  stock  of  said  company  had  been  illegally  issued 
by  Mr.  Ramsey  to  said  parties  in  the  month  of  December, 
1868,  and  prayed  that  said  stock  be  declared  unauthorized 
and  void,  and  be  given  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  the  holders 
thereof  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  parting  with,  as- 
signing, or  in  any  way  incumbering  the  said  shares  of  stock 
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by  them  respectively  held^  and  that  a  receiver  of  said 
shares  be  appointed.  In  this  suit  an  ex  parte  order  was 
made  in  the  this  court  at  the  special  term  held  in  New  York 
on  the  14th  of  August,  appointing  William  J.  A.  Fuller  re- 
ceiver of  said  3,000  shares  of  stock.  The  parties  above 
named  were  required  to  deliver  the  said  shares  to  the  said 
receiver,  upon  demand^  and  the  said  receiver  was  directed 
to  take  immediate  possession  thereof. 

Upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  I 
do  not  see  why  this  injunction  was  not  properly  issued. 
The  facts  which  existed  and  now  appear  that  the  said  3,000 
shares  were  issued  by  the  express  authority  of  the  board  of 
directors  upon  valid  contracts  for  the  benefit  of  the  corpor- 
ation, and  was  all  valid  stock  owned  by  the  corporation, 
acquired  by  forfeiture  for  the  non-payment  of  calls  made 
upon  the  subscriptions  were  either  unknown  to,  or  were  pur- 
posely suppressed  by  the  plaintiff. 

But  the  order  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  ex  parta 
must  have  been  granted  incautiously  and  upon  some  mis- 
taken oral  representation  or  statement  of  the  facts  of  the 
case,  as  it  was  in  clear  conflict  with  the  law  and  settled 
practice  of  this  court,  .  In  Verplank  agt.  The  Mercantile  In^ 
suranee  Company ^  2  Paigey  450,  Chancellor  Walworth  states 
the  rule  as  follows:  ^^  By  the  settled  practice  of  this  court 
in  ordinary  suits,  a  receiver  cannot  be  appointed  fta;j?arfc  be- 
fore the  defendant  has  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in 
relation  to  his  rights,  except  in  those  cases  where  he  is  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  cannot  be  found,  or  where 
for  some  reason  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
court  to  interfere  before  there  is  time  to  give  notice  to  the 
opposite  party  to  prevent  the  destruction  or  loss  of  pro- 
perty." The  sanie  rule  is  asserted  by  the  chancellor  in 
Sinclair  agt.  Sinclair^  8  Paige^  374,  and  idem  in  Gibson  agt. 
Martin,  481,  and  is  re-asserted  in  numerous  cases,  among 
which  are  Field  agt.  Ripley,  20  flb«7.,26;  McCarthy  agt. 
PeaTc,  9  Ahh.,  166,  and  in  Bowling  agt.  Hudson,  14  Bevan. 
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In  the  case  of  Verplank  agt.  the  Mercantile  Insurance  Co. 
(supra)  the  chancellor  also  said  that :  '^  In  every  case  where 
the  court  is  appealed  to  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  the 
possession  of  his  property  without  a  hearing  or  an  oppor- 
tunity to  oppose  the  application,  the  particular  facts  and 
circumstances  which  render  such  a  summary  proceeding 
proper,  should  be  set  forth  in  the  bill  or  petition  on  which 
the  application  is  founded." 

In  this  case  no  facts  are  stated  in  the  complaint  calling 
for  the  immediate  appointment  of  a  receiver.  It  was  not 
stated  that  the  defendants  were  irresponsible,  or  that  there 
was  any  danger  of  loss  from  the  transfer  of  the  stocky  and 
upon  the  facts  appearng  upon  the  tnal  such  allegations 
could  not  have  been  truly  made^  for  the  said  defendants  are 
rich  men^  and  generally  of  abundant  responsibility  to  ac- 
count for  the  stock  if  they  had  violated  the  injunction  and 
transferred  the  scrip,  and  the  plaintiff  had  not,  and  did  not 
pretend  to  have,  any  title  to  the  said  stock  or  lien  upon  it, 
and  had  simply  the  rights  of  a  stockholder  of  said  company, 
if  all  the  allegations  in  his  complaint  were  true,  to  have 
judgment  that  the  said  scrip  and  stock  be  canceled  and 
iurrendered* 

But  the  facts  clearly  show  that  these  three  thousand  shares 
of  stock  were  all  valid  stock.  It  was  issued  by  the  com- 
pany, as  before  stated,  by  the  authority  of  the  board  of 
directors,  and  composed  part  of  an  amount  of  forfeited  stock 
owned  by  the  corporation.  '  By  the  forfeiture,  the  stock 
became  the  absolute  property  of  the  corporation,  and  might 
be  sold  at  its  value,  and  a  proper  stock  certificate  given 
therefor,  without  any  re-subscription.  (Otter  agt.  Brevo&rt 
Petroleum  Company^  50  Barb.,  247,  255 ;  State  Bank  of 
Ohio  agt.  FoXy  3  Blach.,  433 ;  Cittf  Bank  of  Columbus  agt. 
Bruee^  17  N.  T.y  512;  SnuxU  agt.  Herkimer  Manufactur- 
ing Co.y  2  Com.j  337.) 

As  this  stock  was  thus  clearly  valid  stock  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendants  enjoined  in  that  suit,  and  the  order  for  the 
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appointment  of  receiver  not  warranted  by  the  facts^  the 
prompt  steps  of  the  receiver  in  getting  possession  of  this 
scrip,  as  he  did  from  Groesbeck  of  nine  hundred  shares^  by 
taking  with  him  a  sheriff's  officer  when  he  made  the  de- 
mand, and  explaining  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  assistance^ 
intimating  m  effect  that  he  or  the  officer  had  such  writ, 
connected  with  the  fact  that  he  was  at  Albany  on  the  said 
7th  of  September,  and  voted  on  said  three  thousand  shares 
at  the  Harris  poll,  without  any  other  title  to  the  said  stock 
or  any  transfer  to  him  on  the  books  or  of  the  scrip,  would 
seem  to  warrant  the  inference  that  this  suit  was  instituted 
for  the  fraudulent  purpose  not  only  of  getting  possession  of 
this  scrip,  and  preventing  the  owners  of  it  from  voting 
upon  it,  against  the  interest  of  the  Fisk  party  at  the  elec- 
tion, but  also  with  the  intent  actually  to  vote  upon  it  as 
valid  stock,  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  its  owners,  and 
in  aid  of  the  objects  and  interest  of  Mr.  Fisk  and  his  asso- 
ciates, in  carrying  the  election  of  his  set  of  directors. 

The  next  fraudulent  proceeding  which  seems  directed  to 
afiect  the  election  are  the  suits  of  David  Wilbur,  in  one  of 
which  an  injunction  was  issued  restraining  the  defendant 
Ramsey  from  acting  as  president  of  said  railroad  company, 
which  suit  was  followed  by  another  suit  on  the  next  day, 
August  6th,  in  which  Azro  Chase  was  plaintiff,  and  the  cor- 
poration and  others  defendants,  in  which  an  injunction  was 
issued,  and  James  Fisk,  jr.,  and  Charles  Courter,  upon  an 
ex  parte  application,  were  appointed  receivers  of  said  rail- 
road. In  pursuance  of  such  appointment  it  appears  that 
the  said  James  Fisk  jr.,  and  Charles  Courter  immediately  ap- 
plied to  the  persons  in  possession  of  the  office  of  the  said 
railroad  company  in  Albany,  and  demanded  to  be  let  into 
possession  of  said  railroad  as  such  receivers,  and  upon  being 
refused  such  possession  attempted  to  take  such  possession 
by  force  from  persons  claiming  to  be  in  possession  of  such 
office  and  railroad,  under  the  authority  of  Robert  H. 
Pruyn,  who  also  had  been  appointed  a  receiver  of  said  cor- 
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poration  in  a  suit  instituted  in  Albany  county,  wherein 
John  J.  Van  Valkenburgh  was  plaintiff,  and  claimed  to  be 
in  possession  of  its  property  as  such  receiver,  under  an 
order  made  by  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court  of  the  third 
judicial  district. 

The  appointment  of  Fisk  and  Courter  as  receivers  of  the 
said  railroad  smd  its  property  and  franchises,  is  obnoxious 
to  the  same  objection  made  to  the  appointment  of  Fuller  as 
receiver,  in  the  suit  of  Bush  agt.  Oroesbeckj  and  following 
the  suits  above  mentioned,  it  seems  to  me  must  have  been 
applied  for  and  procured — as  it  was  ex  parte — in  order  to 
affect  the  election  by  giving  Messrs.  Fisk  and  Courter  the 
advantage  of  the  immediate  possession  of  the  said  road  and 
the  control  of  its  afikirs,  its  books,  papers  and  property. 

The  next  judicial  proceeding,  which  it  is  claimed  on  the 
argument,  was  designed  to  affect  the  election,  was  the 
suit  of  Stanton  Courter  agt.  The  Corporation  and  others,  in- 
cluding Handy  Lathrqp  and  HasJceUj  elected  inspectors  in 
the  year  1868,  for  the  year  1 869.  In  this  suit  an  injunction 
was  issued  restraining  the  said  inspectors  from  acting  as 
such  at  said  election,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not 
stockholders  of  the  corporation. 

The  summons  in  this  suit  is  dated  New  York,  September 
2  1869.  The  venue  in  the  action  was  laid  in  the  county 
of  Broome,  in  the  sixth  judicial  district,  and  the  injunction 
was  granted  by  a  justice  of  this  court  of  the  first  judicial 
district,  doubtless  without  knowing  or  having  his  attention 
called  to  the  fact,  that  the  place  of  trial  of  said  action  was 
in  another  district.  The  prayer  of  the  complaint  was 
among  other  things  relating  to  other  defendants ;  that  the  said 
Hand,  Lathrop  and  Haskell  be  restrained  from  acting  as  in- 
spectors or  from  receiving  or  counting  any  votes  at  said 
election  or  at  any  election  of  oiBcers  of  said  company,  and 
contained  no  other  prayer  for  relief  as  against  the  said 
Hand,  Haskell  and  Lathrop. 

The  by-laws,  which  required  the  inspectors  to  be  stock- 
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holders  of  the  companyt  had  fallen  into  disuse  and  had  beeo 
disregarded  by  the  continued  election  from  year  to  year  by 
the  stockholders  of  persons  not  stockholders,  for  inspectors* 

The  same  persons  had  been  chosen  for  the  three  previous 
successive  years  as  such*  inspectors  without  dissent  or  ob- 
jection, and  I  much  doubt  whether  said  by-law  was  ever 
of  any  force  or  validity,  and  whether  the  directors  could 
thus  restrict  the  choice  of  inspectors.  Clearly  their  election 
was  not  void.  The  election  of  an  unqualified  person  to  a 
corporate  office  is  merely  voidable  and  not  void.  (Kidd  on 
CorparationSj  9/  Crawford  agt.  PotoeUj  2d  Burr,  1,013  j 
Bex.,  agt.  Bridge^  1  Maule  and  Selvoinj  76.) 

It  seems  to  me  quite  clear  that  this  injunction  was  im- 
providently  granted,  and  that  the  officers  of  a  corporation 
cannot  be  thus  summarily  removed  from  office  by  a  court 
of  equity.  But  it  was  doubtless  the  duty  of  the  said  in- 
spectors to  obey  the  injunction  as  they  did.  No  allegation 
or  suggestion  is  made  in  the  complaint  that  the  said  Hand^ 
Haskell  and  Lathrop,  except  that  they  were  not  stockhold- 
ers, were  not  competent  and  proper  persons  to  act  as  in- 
spectors. The  injunction  appeared  to  have  been  signed  by 
the  judge  who  granted  it  on  the  6th  oi  September.  The 
use  that  was  made  of  this  injunction  is,  I  think^  the  more 
serious  ground  of  objection  to  it.  If  it  hud  been  procured 
and  served  a  day  or  two  at  least  before  the  time  fixed  tor' 
the  election,  it  could  have  done  no  particular  injury,  or 
created  any  especial  surprise  to,afifect  the  election.  It  was 
in  the  possession  of  one  of  the  attorneys  and  counsel  acting 
for  Mr.  Fisk  on  the  evening  of  the  6th  of  September.  It 
was  talked  about  in  the  meeting  held  the  same  evening  at 
the  Delevan  house  by  Mr.  Fisk  and  his  friends,  and  one  of 
the  resolutions  drawn  up  for  adoption  at  the  stockholders' 
meeting  to  be  held  the  next  day,  stated  that  the  inspectors 
had  been  enjoined,  and  the  whole  scheme  of  operations  of 
Fisk  and  his  party,  for  the  next  day,  and  the  necessity  for 
a  stockholders'  n^eeting,  depended  upon  that  fact;  and  the 
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service  of  that  injunction  at  the  proper  time^  and  presup- 
posed such  service.  Mr.  Shearman^  the  chief  attorney  for 
Mr.  Fisk  in  this  controversy,  and  the  one*  who  apparently 
chiefly  directed  the  operations  and  movements  of  the  Fisk 
party  at  the  stockholders'  meeting,  and  at  the  election 
afterwards,  testified  in  respect  to  such  service,  and  his 
movements  in  connection  therewith,  as  follows : 

^^  I  set  out  for  the  offices  of  the  Albany  and  Susquehanna 
railroad  in  a  carriage.  At  about  twenty  minutes  past  11  on 
the  morning  of  that  day,  on  my  way  there  I  saw  two  inspec- 
tors of  election  whose  names  I  knew  then,  but  cannot  now  re- 
call, and  I  saw  a  gentleman, serve  them  with  a  paper  which 
I  had  given  to  him,  and  which  included  an  injunction 
ikgainst  their  serving  as  inspectors  on  that  day." 

And  he  further  said  that  he  then  went  immediately  to  the 
office,  and  when  he  got  into  the  directors'  room  it  was 
about  half  past  11. 

The  procuring,  keeping  back  this  inj  unction^  and  serving 
it  at  this  time,  and  in  the  manner  stated,  was  an  obvious  and 
designed  surprise  upon  the  great  body  of  stockholders  of 
the  corporation.  They  had  no  reason  to  expect  that  said 
iDspectors  would  be  enjoined,  and  therefore  had  no  occasion 
to  assemble  promptly  to  provide  for  the  exigency  created  by 
their  removal  or  declination  to  act,  by  the  choice  of  new 
inspectors  in  a  stockholders'  meeting,  It  cannot  be  con- 
sidered otherwise  than  a  scheme  contrived  and  devised  to 
take  an  unfair  and  improper  advantage  of  Che  stockholders 
not  in  the  interest  of  Mr.  Fisk  in  respect  to  the  conduct  of 
the  said  election.  It  was  suggested  on  the  argument  that 
a  primary  reason  for  objection  to  these  inspectors  and  pro- 
curing of  said  injunction  was  that  the  chairman  of  the  board 
of  inspectors,  Mr.  Hand,  was  one  of  the  counsel  for  Mr. 
Bamsey.  Apparently  this  was  a  good  objection,  for  it  is 
quite  important  that  inspectors  of  such  election  where  there 
is  controversy  and  contest,  should  be  impartial  and  disinter- 
ested m^n,  for  thev  act  in  part  judicially  as  well  as  min- 
Vol.  XXXVnL  17 
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isterially.  But  if  it  were  a  valid  objection  to  Mr.  Hand 
that  he  was  counsel  for  Mr.  Ramsey ;  I  do  not  see  why  it 
was  not  equally  a  valid  objection  to  Mr.  Harris,  who  was 
a  leading  and  most  active  counsel  for  Messrs.  Fish  &  Gould 
In  this  matter.  And  Mr.  Bush — ^another  inspector  chosen 
to  act  with  Mr.  Harris— too,  was  deeply  interested  in  the 
contest  on  the  same  side,  being  plaintiff  in  the.  suit  in- 
stituted to  procure  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Fuller  receiver 
of  the  three  thousand  shares  of  stock  held  by  Groesbeck 
and  others. 

The  next  judicial  proceeding  designed  to  operate  upon 
the  election  as  claimed  by  counsel  on  the  trial,  was  the 
commencement  of  a  suit  in  the  name  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany against  Joseph  H.  Ramsey,  Henry  Smith  and  William 
L.  M.  Phelps,  in  which  action  an  order  for  their  arrest  was 
obtained  in  the  sum  of  $35,000. 

By  whose  authority  this  suit  was  commenced  does  not 
distinctly  appear.  It  was,  however^  commenced  by  the 
same  attorneys  who  had  commenced  all  the  previous  suits 
for  the  parties  acting  in  concert  with  or  in  furtherance  of 
the  interests  of  Mr.  Fisk.  The  order  for  their  arrest  was 
obtained  on  the  6th  of  September,  and  taken  to  Albany  the 
same  afternoon.  The  complaint  was  produced  and  proved 
on  the  trial,  but  by  some  mistake  was  not  left  with  me,  but 
I  understand  that  the  cause  of  action  for  which  this  order  of 
arrest  was  granted  was,  that  the  defendants  were  charged 
with  taking  and  carrying  away  from  the  office  of  the  com- 
pany certain  books  of  the  corporation.  These  books  cer- 
tainly belonged  in  the  office  of  the  company,  and  their  re- 
moval could  not  be  justified  except  upon  the  just  apprehen- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  officers  of  the  company  that  they 
were  not  safe  in  the  office,  and  werethere  liable  to  be  seized 
and  taken  away  by  force  or  fraud  and  without  right.  They 
were  in  fact  removed  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the 
president  and  treasurer  of  the  company  and  upon  the  advice 
of  their  counsel,  on  the  evening  of  the  5th  of  August,  the 
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night  before  the  attempt  was  made  by  Fisk  and  Courter  to 
take  possession  of  the  said  office  by  force  as  receivers. 

On  the  morning  of  the  6th  of  August  it  appears  that 
Kobert  H.  Pruyn  was  put  in  possession  of  the  office  of  said 
railroad  as  receiver,  and  thereafter  until  the  appointment 
by  the  Governor  of  Robert  L.  Banks,  on  the  13th  of  the 
same  month,  as  executive  and  financial  agent  to  take  charge 
of  the  road  and  operate  the  same  as  such  receiver,  had  the 
lawful  custody  of  the  books  and  papers  of  said  corporation, 
and  it  appears  that  he  was  acting  in  concert  and  sjrmpathy 
with  Mr.  Ramsey  and  the  said  officer  and  persons  who  took 
away  the  said  books,  and  that  Phelps  the  treasurer  retained 
under  him,  had  access  to  the  books  and  made  entries  in  the 
same  from  time  to  time  under  the  direction  or  authority  of 
said  Pruyn.     The  appointment  of  Mr.  Banks  as  executive 
and  financial  agent  upon  the  request  and  stipulation  signed 
by  the  parties,  and  delivered  to  the  Governor,  gave  him  the 
right  to  the  possession  and  control  of  the  said  books  and 
virtually  superseded  both   receivers.     So  that   when  this 
suit  was  commenced  neither  of  these  receivers  were  entitled 
to  the  custody  of  the  said  books^  or  to  bring  any  suit  for 
their  conversion  or  their  non-delivery  to  the  /igents  of  the 
Governor.     The  books  were  in  fact  returned  to  the  office  on 
the  night  of  the  6th  of  September  and  put  under  the  control 
of  Mr.  Banks,  so  that  when  the  suit  was  actually  com- 
menced by  the  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint,  they 
were  in  the  actual  custody  of  the  plaintifi*,  if  the  agent  of  the 
Governor  properly  represented  the  corporation.     Fisk  %nd 
Courter  had  clearly  no  right  to  bring  the  action,  as  between 
them  and  Pruyn,  who  had  been  previously  put  in  possession 
of  the  offices,  under  the  order  and  authority  of  this  court. — 
Except  for  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Banks  as  agent  of  the 
Governor  the  custody  and  control  of  these  books  with  all  the 
other  property  of  the  corporation  had  been  assumed  by  this 
court  and  committed  to  its  receiver,  Mr.  Pruyn,  and  the  au- 
thority of  Fisk  and  Courter  was  in  abeyance  at  least  until  the 
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court  upoD  a  proper  application  to  it,  in  the  third  district,  had 
vacated  the  appointment  of  Prujm  and  directed  the  surren- 
der of  his  trust  and  the  transfer  of  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration to  Fisk  and  Courter.     Pisk  and  Courter  therefore 
had  no  right  to  institute  this  suit  in  the  name  of  the  Albany 
&  Susquehanna  railroad  company,  and  the  order  of  arrest 
was  unauthorized,     But  assuming  it  to  be  otherwise,  the 
order  to  hold  to  bail  in  the  sum  of  $25,000  was  most  ex- 
traordinary and  exhorbitant,  and  must  have  been  procured 
to  be  used,  as  it  was  used  on  the  day  of  election,  in  aid  of 
the  fraudulent  purposes  of  Mr.  Fisk  and  his  associates.    It 
was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  Albany  at  about  nine  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon  of  the  7th  of  September,  with  instructions 
to  do  his  duty,  and  it  seems  that  he  deemed  it  his  duty  to 
serve  such  order  of  arrest  in  person,  and,  as  he  says,  at 
about  fifteen  minutes  before  twelve  o'clock;  just  about  the 
time  the  stockholders'  meeting,  held  in  the  directors  room, 
was  called  to  order  by  Colonel  North.     And  it  also  appears 
from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Ramsey,  that  he  was  detained 
and  held  in  custody  about  half  an  hour  before  he  could  get 
released  by  the  execution  and  acceptance  of  a  satisfactory 
bail  bond.     The  arrest  of  Mr.   Ramsey  and  his  counsel, 
Smith,  and  the  treasurer,  just  at  this  juncture,  could  not 
have  occurred  under  the  circumstances  without  particular 
design.     The  sheriff  testified  that  he  knew  that  the  election 
pending  was  to  take  place  at  twelve  o'clock,  and  that  Mr. 
Rajpsey  was  prominently  interested  in  that  election,  and 
that  Henry  Smith  was  prominently  interested  as  counsel  in 
that   matter,  and  that  all  the  defendants  were  well  known 
citizens  amd  residents  of  Albany. 

This  order  of  arrest,  thus  procured  and  thus  executed, 
could  have  no  other  object  or  purpose  on  the  part  of  those 
who  instigated  and  directed  it,  than  to  hinder  and  embarass 
Mr.  Ramsey  and  his  friends  among  the  stockholders,  and 
prevent  them  from  participating  in  the  stockholders'  meet- 
ing and  possibly  in  the  election.     Some  difficulty  was  found, 
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as  it  appears,  in  getting  bail,  and  if  it  had  not  chanced  that 
able  and  responsible  bail  had  been  soon  obtained  from  per- 
sons in  attendance  upon  the  election,  the  defendants 
probably  would  have  been  unable  to  take  any  part  in  the 
election. 

I  come  to  the  remaining  branch  of  the  evidence  tending 
to  establish  the  fraudulent  combination  and  conspiracy  im- 
puted to  Mr.  Fisk  and  his  associates  in  respect  to  the  stock- 
holders' meeting  held  in  the  directors  room,  I  mean  the  pre- 
occupation of  said  room  before  the  time  fixed  for  the  elec- 
tion, and  by  persons  not  stockholders  of  said  company. 

Mr.  Herrick,  the  vice  president  of  the  company,  testifies 
that  the  superficial  area  of  the  room  called  the  directors 
room,  deducting  for  table  and  desk,  is  309  square  feet,  and 
that  estimating  three  square  feet  for  a  man  the  said  room 
would  hold  103  men.  This  estimate  does  not  exclude 
chairs,  and  it  appears  that  numbers  were  seated  in  chairs. 
It  clearly  appears  that  this  room  began  to  be  filled  prepara- 
tory to  this  meeting  at  about  half-past  11  o'clock. 

Mr.  Harris  testified  that  he  went  to  the  office  of  the  rail- 
road company  at  about  half-past  11,  accompanied  by  Mr. 
James  Fisk,  Judge  Parker,  and  Mr.  Field ;  that  they  ar- 
rived there  soon  after  half-past  11,  and  went  immediately 
to  the  directors'  room,  which  they  found  about  half  full  of 
men  ;  that  he  recognized  many  persons  in  the  room  at  the 
time  they  entered,  and  then  came  others  he  did  not  know. 

Mr.  Church  testified  that  he  arrived  at  the  room  about 
21  minutes  before  12  o'clock ;  that  he  went  directly  to  the 
directors'  room  and  found  it  partially  filled  with  people, 
among  them  some  of  our  lawyers  and  inhabitants  and  other 
parties  residing  on  the  line  of  the  railroad,  and  parties  con- 
nected with  the  road,  and  named  twenty-eight  persons  then 
present  whom  he  then  recognized.  It  also  appeared  from 
the  testimony  of  this  witness  that  a  meeting  was  held  at  the 
Delevan  house  the  evening  previous,  (the  6th  of  Septem- 
ber,) composed^ of  Mr.  Fisk,  Mr.  Field,  Mr.    Harris,   Mr 
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Herrick;  Leonard  Sherman^  and  two  or  three  other  old 
directors  of  the  Susquehanna  road ;  that  the  subject  of  a 
stockholders  meeting  to  be  held  the  next  day  was  discussed, 
and  who  should  be  inspectors  and  officers  of  said  meeting 
was  talked  about,  and  it  was  understood  they  should  meet 
at  the  directois'  room  the  next  day  at  half  past  It. 

It  clearly  appears  that  after  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Fisk  and 
his  counsel  and  friends  among  the  stockholders,  the  room 
rapidly  filled,  and  that  when  the  meeting  was  called  to 
order  by  Col.  North,  at  about  15  minutes  before  12,  it  was 
quite  full,  and  by  12  o'clock  it  was  densely  packed.  And  I 
think  it  is  clearly  established  that  of  the  persons  so  filling 
and  occupying  said  room  from  50  to  60  at  least  were  im- 
ported, came  or  were  brought  there  upon  the  employment 
of  James  Fisk  or  his  agents  from  the  city  of  New  York, 
who  were  not  stockholders  in  said  company,  many  of  whom 
were  of  a  rough,  low  class  of  men,  such  as  in  common  par- 
lance would  doubtless  be  classed  among  the  roughs  and 
fighting  men  of  that  city.  These  men  came  together  in  a 
railroad  car,  and  arrived  in  Albany  early  on  the  morning  of 
the  7th,  and  were  fed  and  controlled  and  taken  to  the  said 
room  under  the  lead  of  men  confessedly  acting  in  the  employ 
of  Mr.  Fisk,  and  many  of  them  furnisbed  with  proxies  that 
they  might  vote,  as  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Fisk  avowed  on  the 
trial,  that  all  viva  voce  votes  might  be  taken  in  the  meeting. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Hendricks  seems  to  me  to  give  a 
fair  representation  of  the  actual  condition  of  things  in  this 
room  at  and  before  the  time  of  the  meeting  there  held.  He 
testified  that  he  arnved  at  the  said  office  about  half  past  11 
o'clock — ^that  he  went  first  to  the  directors'  room — ^that  it 
was  then  full,  in  the  eastern  part  overflowing.  I  had,  he 
said,  great  difficulty  in  getting  to  the  front.  He  was  asked 
— ^By  what  class  of  persons?  And  answered  they  were 
strangers  to  me,  and  the  hardest  set  of  men  I  ever  saw  in 
my  life.  I  should  think  seven-eighths  of  them  were  of  that 
character.     '^The  room  was  very  full.    I  think  any  reason- 
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able  namber  of  men  could  not  be  crowded  into  the  room  in 
addition  to  the  number  there.''  Of  these  men  it  appears 
forty-four  or  forty-five  were  fed  in  the  restaurant,  kept  at 
the  Union  depot,  in  the  northern  part  ot  the  city,  im- 
mediately on  their  arrival  at  Albany  from  New  York,  and 
their  breakfast  paid  for  by  some  of  the  agents  ot  Mr.  Fisk. 
These  men  were  then  taken  to  another  restaurant  near  by, 
kept  by  Joseph  Clinton,  to  be  furnished  with  proxies,  who 
describes  them  as  follows:  '^They  were  common  laboring 
men — some  of  them  dressed  roughly,  and  some  better. 
There  were  men  in  shirt  sleeves,  and  some  with  blue  shirts 
and  overalls.  Some  had  their  coats  under  their  arms,  and 
some  had  no  coats." 

Orange  Stevens,  a  witness  called  in  behalf  of  the  Fisk 
side  of  the  controversy,  testified  that  he  was  a  passenger 
conductor  on  the  Erie  Railroad ;  that  he  came  up  from  New 
York  on  the  same  train  with  these  men — ^that  he  gave  about 
twenty  on  them  proxies  in  a  restaurant,  near  the  depot  of 
the  Susquehanna  railroad.  Another  witness.  Pollard,  came 
from  New  York  with  these  men,  and  gave  some  of  them 
proxies  in  the  office  of  the  railroad,  and  some  in  the  restaurant. 
Saw  them  march  into  the  room  under  the  charge  of  four 
different  persons,  each  having  charge  of  a  set  or  file  of  five  or 
six  of  the  men,  and  said  the  room  was  half  full  when  they  went 
in.  The  whole  evidence  upon  this  point,  I  think,  fully  estab- 
lishes that  this  room  at  and  about  12  o'clock  was  so  fully 
packed  with  this  description  of  men,  with  conductors  on  the 
Erie  road,  and  other  agents  and  retainers,  employees  of  Mr. 
Fisk,  or  persons  under  his  control  and  acting  in  his  interest, 
together  with  other  persons  comprising  stockholders,  friendly 
to  Mr.  I^sk,  and  others  acting  in  concert  with  him,  as  ut- 
terly to  exclude  a  large  portion  of  the  stockholders  attend- 
ing and  entitled  to  take  part  in  a  stockholder's  meeting,  at  * 
that  hour,  from  access  to  said  room,  and  preclude  them  from 
an  open,  free  and  fair,  and  safe  participation  in  the  pro 
ceedings  of  such  a  meeting.     The  importation  and  crowding 
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into  a  small  room  of  such  a  class  of  men  as  I  have  described, 
and  furnishing  them  with  proxies^  that  they  might  par- 
ticipate in  the  proceedings  of  such  meetings  and  in  the 
the  election  afterwards^  was  a  gross  perversion  and  abuse  of 
the  right  to  vote  by  proxy,  and  a  clear  infringement  of  the 
rights  of  the  honafde  stockholders  of  the  company — tend- 
ing, if  such  proceedings  are  countenanced,  and  allowed  by 
the  courts^  to  convert  corporation  meetings  into  places  of 
disorder,  lawlessness  and  riot,  and  it  is  doubtless  due,  con- 
sidering the  temper  of  the  parties,  to  the  vigilance  of  the 
Albany  police,  that  this  meeting  did  not  end  with  violence 
and  bloodshed. 

Upon  the  whole  evidence  upon  this  branch  of  the  case, 
I  think  I  am  bound  to  find  as  matter  of  fact  that  there 
was  a  preconceived  scheme,  combination  or  conspiracy  to 
carry  the  election  of  directors  appointed  to  be  held  at  the 
time  and  place  aforesaid,  by  the  use  and  abuse  of  legal  pro- 
cess and  proceedings,  and  by  efibrts  and  contrivances  to 
prevent  a  fair  election  of  inspectors  at  a  stockholders'  meet- 
ing, made  necessary  by  the  injunction  against  the  inspectors 
elected  in  1868,  procured,  used  and  served  as  above  stated 
with  the  concurring  preoccupation  of  the  room  where  such 
meeting  was  to  be  held,  with  such  number  ot  persons  as 
utterly  precluded  a  free  and  fair  meeting  for  such  purpose. 

And  I  am  accordingly  bound  to  find  as  matter  of  fact  and 
of  law,  that  the  election  held  by  Hamilton  Harris,  Joseph 
Bush,  and  James  Oliver  acting  as  inspectors,  was  therefore 
irregular,  fraudulent  and  void. 

There  is  still  another  subject  for  consideration  in  respect 
to  this  election.  It  was  held  in  distinct  violation  and  dis- 
regard of  two  injunctions  issued  out  of  this  court  and  duly 
served  upon  the  said  inspectors.  One  injunction  was  issued 
in  the  suit  of  David  Groesbeck  and  others  agt.  Jay  Gould, 
James  Fisk,  jr.,  and  others. 

This  injunction  required  the  defendants.  Hand,  Lathrop 
and  Haskell,  inspectors  of  election,  their  successors,  sub- 
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fltitutesy  and  all  and  every  other  person  who  might  in  any 
way  be  appointed  or  selected  to  serve  as  inspectors  of 
election,  or  to  hold  any  election  for  directors  of  the  Albany 
&  Susquehanna  railroad  company^  absolutely  to  desist  and 
refrain,  until  the  further  order  of  the  court,  at  any  election 
on  the  7th  day  of  September,  1869,  or  any  subsequent 
day,  whenever  the  plaintiff  and  the  oth^^r  owners  of  3,000 
shares  of  said  company  should  be  enjoined,  or  they  be  for- 
bidden to  vote  upon  the  same  by  any  injunction,  or  order, 
or  judgment,  or  process  of  any  court ;  and  they  were  also 
forbidden  to  receive  any  vote,  or  vote  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  Jay  Gould,  James  Fisk,  jr.,  Charles  Courter, 
Jacob  Leonard,  Samuel  North,  Azro  Chase,  David  \'<^ilbur, 
Alonzo  Evarts,  Jonathan  Herrlck,  Joseph  Bush,  Hamilton 
Harris  and  James  Oliver,  in  person  or  by  proxy,  or  as  the 
proxy  or  substitute  in  anywise  of  any  other  person,  unless 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  holders  of  said  three  thousand 
shares  of  stock,  and  of  every  portion  thereof,  should  first 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  upon  all  of  the  said  shares  by 
them  held  respectively.  This  injunction  was  served  upon 
Mr.  Harris  and  his  associate  inspectors  before  they  had  re- 
ceived any  vote  and  was  immediately  disregarded  and  dis- 
obeyed in  letter  and  intent  by  them,  by  receiving  the  vote  of 
W.  J.  A.  Fuller,  who  voted  as  receiver  of  the  very  stock 
upon  which  the  plaintiffs  in  said  action  were  restrained  from 
votmg.  The  other  injunction  was  granted  in  a  suit  in 
which  Minard  Harder  was  plaintiff,  wherein  and  whereby 
the  said  inspectors  were  commanded  to  desist  and  refrain 
from  holding  any  election  of  directors,  or  from  receiving 
and  counting  and  canvassing  any  votes  thereof.  This  in- 
junction, as  well  as  the  one  directed  to  Hand,  Haskell  and 
Lathrop,  and  the  one  forbidding  Joseph  H.  Ramsey  from 
acting  as  president. of  said  railroad  company,  I  think  were 
entirely  void.  I  do  not  think  a  court  of  equity  has  any 
power  to  restrain  a  public  officer  or  an  officer  duly  elected 
or  appointed  by  a  corporation  from  performing  the  general^ 
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ordinary  and  proper  duties  of  such  oflSice.  It  may  restraia 
him  from  doing  some  particular  wrong  or  injury  affecting 
private  rights^  and  it  may  suspend  or  remove  a  director  or 
trustee  of  a  private  corporation  upon  due  cause  being 
shown  and  due  notice  given,  for  any  gross  violation  of  duty 
or  corruption  in  office^  but  it  cannot  remove  him  by  injunc- 
tion without  notice  or  without  a  hearing.  But  the  first 
mentioned  injunction  issued  or  granted  in  the  suit  of  David 
Groesbeck  and  others^  has  been  sanctioned  in  form  and  sub- 
stance by  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
of  Brown  agt.  The  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Co.y  (5  Blacky 
625,)  and  I  should  think  was  modeled  after  the  injunction 
issued  in  that  case,  and  was,  I  think,  a  valid  injunction,  and 
as  such  it  was  the  duty  of  the  inspectors  to  whom  it  was 
addressed  to  obey  it.  The  writ  of  injunction  is  doubtless 
liable  to  abuse,  and  is  unquestionably  often  granted  in- 
cautiously, but  while  a  court  with  equity  powers  exists  in 
this  state,  the  process  of  injunction  is  an  invaluable,  an  in- 
dispensable instrument  in  its  hands  to  enable  it  to  discharge 
its  proper  duties  and  to  prevent  wrongs  and  injustice,  and 
it  must  be  maintained  in  its  integrity,  and  obedience  to  it 
required  and  enforced. 

In  the  People  agt.  Davis j  (5  Selden,  262)  Judge  Johnson 
in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals,  said  that  the 
principle  is  of  universal  force  that  the  order  or  judgment 
of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  is  to  be  obeyed  no  matter 
how  clearly  it  may  be  erroneous.  It  is  only  when  it  acts 
without  authority  that  its  orders  are  regarded  as  nullities — 
they  are  then  not  voidable,  but  simply  void. 

This  election  would  doubtless  have  been  set  aaide  on  a 
summary  application  to  this  court,  pursuant  to  Bevised 
Statutes,  part  1,  section  5  chapter  8  title  4,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  held  in  distinct  violation  of  this  injunction;  and 
I  think  in  this  proceeding,  where  the  regularity  of  the  elec- 
tion is  in  question,  the  fact  that  said  election  was  held  in 
violation  of  an  injunction  must  be  considered. 
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As,  upon  the  grounds  above  stated,  I  have*  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  ekction  of  the  Courter  and  Church  set 
of  directors  was  and  is  not  legal  and  valid,  it  follows  that 
the  priority  of  right  depending  upon  the  prior  organization 
of  the  stockholders^  meeting,  over  which  Walter  S.  Church 
presided,  is  removed,  and  such  meeting  is  to  be  regarded  in 
law  as  if  it  never  had  been  held,  the  consequence  of  which, 
upon  the  views  above  stated,  is  that  the  stockholders' 
meeting  over  which  James  Hendricks  presided  was 
the  only  regular,  legal  and  valid  stockholders'  meeting 
held  on  the  said  7th  of  September ;  that  the  inspectors 
elected  at  that  meeting  were  lawful  inspectors,  and  the 
election  held  by  them  for  directors  of  said  corporation  a 
legal  and  valid  election. 

The  argument  that  Harris,  Bush  and  Oliver  were  officers 
de  facto,  and  the  election  held  by  them  is  valid,  upon  that 
ground,  is  untenable. — There  can  be  no  such  officer  as  an 
officer  de  factOy  as  against  the  people,  in  an  action  at  the 
suit  of  the  people  to  try  the  title  to  the  office.  The  doc- 
trine in  respect  to  officer  de  facto  only  applies  to  and  in 
favor  of  third  persons,  and  to  protect  innocent  parties  who 
have  trusted  to  the  apparent  title  of  an  officer. 

{Ex  parte  Wilcox,  1  Conn.  402 ;  Boorman  agt.  Hallidayy 
10  Paige,  228 ;  People  agt.  Altum,  8  How.,  363  ;  Meeka 
agt.  Ellis,  2  Barb.,  322.) 

These  views  would  seem  to  make  it  unnecessary  for  me  to 
go  further  in  the  examination  of  the  great  mass  of  evidence 
given  and  received  in  the  case.  Much  of  it  was  given*  and 
received  upon  the  assumption  that  I  might  find  it  necessary 
to  order  a  new  election,  and  in  that  event  I  must  determine 
who  would  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election. 

But  as  the  court  in  this  class  of  questions  will  seek  to 
flubserve  as  far  as  compatible  with  the  law  of  the  case,  the 
interests  of  the  corporation,  and  for  that  purpose  will  look 
to  see  how  the  interests  of  the  majority  of  the  stock  is  to 
be  affected  by  its  decision,   I   will  proceed  to   state    my 
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views  in  regard  to  a  few  of  the  questions  litigated  and  dis- 
cussed in  respect  to  this  question.        4 

It  appears  that  at  the  Harris  poll  tnere  were  cast  13^400 
votes,  and  at  the  Snow  poll,  10,742.  Transfer  the  3,000 
shares  improperly  voted  upon  by  Fuller  from  the  Harris  to 
the  Snow  poll,  and  it  would  give  the  majority  to  the  latter 
poll.  From  the  Harris  vote  600  should  also  be  deducted, 
because  the  vote  was  given  by  commissioners  who  had  pre- 
viously been  removed  from  office  and  their  places  filled  by 
new  officers.  The  certiorari  brought  to  review  the  pro- 
ceedings, did  not  restore  the  old  officers  and  they  had  no  right 
to  cast  the  vote  of  the  town.  Three  hundred  shares  should 
also  be  deducted  for  the  town  of  Duanesburgh,  on  the 
ground  that  this  court  at  general  term  had  adjudged  that 
said  town  does  not  own  any  stock  in  said  railroad  corpora- 
tion, and  was  not  a  stockholder.  Without  going  further 
into  detail  on  this  question,  I  will  simply  state  that  the 
subscription  for  the  9,500  shares  by  Hendrick,  Hunt  and 
others,  I  think,  made  them  lawful  stockholders  upon  such 
stock  of  the  said  corporation.  They  paid  the  ten  per  cent, 
upon  it,  and  cannot  avoid  the  payment  of  the  bdance  due 
upon  such  subscription.  The  company  has  had  the  ten  per 
cent.,  and  the  subscription  was  made  in  the  regular  sub- 
scription book  in  the  hands  of  the  officers  of  the  company, 
and  created  an  absolute  legal  obligation,  to  take  the  stock 
and  pay  for  the  same.  (Black  River  &  UticaR.  R.  Co,y  25 
N,  F.,  208;  Ogdensburgh  agt.  TTooZfey,  1  KeySj  120. 

The  votes  upon  this  stock  would  have  given  a  great  pre- 
ponderance to  the  Ramsey  set  of  directors  on  a  single  poll. 
It  seems  to  me  quite  clear  then  that  if  there  had  been  a 
single  poll  and  the  stockholders  had  voted  and  their  votes 
been  received  according  to  the  stock,  ledger  and  transfer 
books,  as  they  stood  on  the  7th  of  August,  including  all  such 
entries  and  transfers  of  stock  as  the  treasurer  did  make  or 
was  bound  to  make,  and  which  he  would  have  been  directed 
by  mandamus  to  make  if  he  had  refused,  the  ticket  headed 
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by  J.  Pierepont  Morgan  would  have  been  elected  by  a  large 
majority  of  the  votes  of  legal  and  valid  stock. 

And  if  on  the  contrary  the  result  bad  been  otherwise^  and 
such  result  had  been  brought  about  by  the  reception  of  the 
votes  given  by  Puller  and  the  rejection  of  the  votes  of  the  true 
owners  of  that  stocky  and  the  reception  and  rejection  of  other 
stock  illegally,  including  the  9500  shares  subscribed  for  by 
Hendricks,  Hunt  and  others,  this  court  would  have  been 
bound  upon  summary  application  to  set  aside  such  election. 
(Douming  agt.  PottSy  3  Zcbbrishey  66 ;  Ex  parte  Murphy  and 
others^  7  Cowen^  153 ;  In  the  maMer  of  Chenango  Mutual 
Insurance  Co.j  19  Wend.j  635.) 

The  defendant  Jonathan  R.  Herrick,  was  not  lawfully  re^ 
moved  from  his  office  of  director  by  the  common  council  of 
Albany.  At  the  meeting  of  said  common  council  it  appears 
that  but  one  member  of  the  board  voted  for  his  removal, 
and  one  member  voted  in  the  negative,  and  the  presiding 
officer  declared  the  resolution  carried.  This  was  clearly  an 
error,  and  said  Jonathan  R.  Herrick  remains  and  is  a  lawful 
director  of  said  railroad  company  for  the  city  of  Albany. 

Judgment  must  therefore  be  given  according  to  these 
views,  adjudging  that  the  Fisk  set  of  directors  were  not 
duly  elected,  and  that  the  Ramsey  set  were  duly  elected, 
and  are  the  legal  and  lawful  directors  of  said  corporation  ; 
and  further  adjudgmg  that  the  people  recover  costs  in  the 
action  against  the  corporation,  the  Albany  and  Susquehanna 
railroad  company ;  and  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed  as 
against  the  defendants,  Jonathan  Herrick  and  Walter  H. 
Bums,  without  costs ;  and  that  all  the  suits  mentioned  in 
the  pleadings  be  discontinued  by  the  plaintiff  on  both  sides 
without  costs ;  and  the  receivership  of  Pruyn,  Courter  and 
Fisk  be  vacated  and  set  aside. 

The  judgment  will  further  direct  that  the  thirteen  defend- 
ants who  are  hereby  declared  to  have  been  duly  elected 
directors  of  said  corporation  headed  by  J.  Pierepont  Morgan, 
and    also  the   defendants,    David  Groesbeck,    Daniel  T. 
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Chamberlain,  John  W.  Vincent,  David  J.  Newell,  Daniel 
C.  Falls,  James  M.  Boyd,  Samuel  Sloan,  Samuel  C. 
Thompson,  Martin  Green,  recover  the  costs  of  the  action 
against  the  said  thirteen  defendants  headed  by  Charles 
Courter  and  Walter  S.  Church,  whose  claim  to  have  been 
duly  elected  directors  of  said  corporation  is  hereby  disal- 
lowed. And  it  will  be  referred  to  the  Hon.  Samuel  L. 
Selden,  of  Rochester,  to  pass  upon  the  accounts  ot  the  re- 
ceiver, and  upon  a  hearing  of  the  parties  at  Albany,  to 
ascertain  and  report  to  the  court  what  would  be  a  proper 
extra  allowance  in  the  action,  and  to  which  of  the  defend- 
ants it  should  be  paid,  and  to  settle  such  other  matters  of 
detail  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  the  judgment  into  effect. 

And  it  will  be  further  ordered  that  the  said  directors  so 
held  to  be  duly  elected  be  let  into  immediate  possession  of 
said  railroad,  and  that  the  receiver  transfer  to  them  all  the 
property  and  assets  in  his  hands  belonging  to  said  corpora- 
tion, retaining  from  the  moneys  in  his  hands  aU  proper  al- 
lowances for  fees,  expenses  and  other  charges  to  be  adjusted 
by  said  referee. 

In  conclusion,  I  regret  that  other  duties  forbid  the  devotion 
of  greater  time  and  reflection  to  the  examination  and  decision 
of  this  most  important  cause.  It  came  an  exotic  to  this  dis- 
trict where  the  judges  are  fuU  of  labor  and  where  the  people 
have  no  interest  in  the  controversy  except  such  interest  as  all 
good  citizens  feel  in  the  welfare  of  the  state  and  in  the  main- 
tenance of  law,  order  and  good  government.  It  is  impossible 
that  any  judge  could  enter  upon  the  trial  of  a  cause  of  such 
magnitude  without  a  deep  sense  of  oppression  from  the  weight 
of  the  great  responsibility  involved  in  its  decision.  Including 
the  time  consumed  in  its  trial  and  required  for  the  examina- 
tion of  the  case,  it  has  occupied  a  month  of  my  time  and  di- 
verted me  from  my  particular  local  duties.  My  duty  is  now 
discharged  and  a  sense  of  relief  arises  from  the  fact  that  my 
decision  is  not  necessarily  conclusive  upon  the  parties  and  if  I 
have  erred  in  judgment  or  opinion  the  error  is  not  irreversible. 


NEW  YORK  PBACnOE  BEPORTa  271 

National  Gaslight  Co.  agt  O'Brien. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURl 

The  National  Gaslight  Company  of  New  Tobk  agt. 
James  CFBbieN;  Sheriff,  Silas  C.  HEBRmG,  and  James 
R,  Floyd. 

The  rale  it  well  settled,  that  a  jndge  granting  an  order  in  an  action,  can,  of  his  own 
motion,  or  upon  the  application  of  the  party  aggrieved,  yacate  the  order  com- 
plained of. 

A  snit  in  eqnity,  and  an  ti^neHofi  granted,  restraining  the  defendants,  who  are  per- 
fectly solvent,  from  taking  possession  of  personal  property,  to  which  they  are 
entitled  to  the  custody,  will  be  dissolved,  upon  ex  parte  affidavits. 

i^eciaZ  Term,  October  1869. 

McCuNN,  J.  In  this  case  affidavits  have  been  presented 
to  me  {ex  parte),  and  upon  them  I  am  requested  to  review 
my  order  of  injunction  granted  in  this  case,  without  going 
through  the  circumlocution  of  a  regular  motion. 

It  seems  that  the  defendants  herein  sued  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  supreme  court,  but  th^y  there  sued  them  under  the 
name  of  the  National  Gas  Company,  a  misnomer.  Herring 
and  Floyd  proceeded  to  judgment  and  execution,  sold  the 
property  of  these  plaintiffs  through  the  sheriff,  and  bid  it  in 
at  the  request  of  these  plaintiffs,  and  took  possession. 

Herring  and  Floy^,  at  the  request  of  plaintiffs,  having 
paid  to  the  sheriff  the  Sl,500,  now  the  plaintiffs  bring  their 
action  in  equity,  and  the  only  specific  relief  demanded  is 
that  the  defendants  (Herring  and  Floyd)  return  the  property 
in  question  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  during  the  pendency 
of  the  action  they  be  restrained  from  parting  with  it. 

The  plaintiffs  nowhere  offer  to  pay  Herring  and  Floyd  the 
$1,500  they  paid  the  sheriff  for  the  property,  nor  do  they 
offer  to  pay  them  the  amount  of  the  judgment  or  execution 
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of  theirs  against  it.    Parties  seeking  relief  in  equity  must, 
on  familiar  principles^  do  equity  first. 

The  rule  is  well  settled  that  a  judge^  granting  an  order 
in  an  action,  can,  of  his  own  motion,  or  upon  the  application 
of  the  party  aggrieved,  vacate  the  order  complained  of. 
This  beiug  the  case,  I  think  the  affidavits  presented  require 
me  to  vacate  the  order  restraining  the  defendants,  without 
further  ceremony. 

The  action  in  fact  is  a  suit  in  equitjr  to  restrain  the 
defendants,  who  are  perfectly  solvent,  from  taking  posses- 
sion of  personal  property;  and  the  rule  is  that  such  an 
action  will  not  lie  where  a  remedy  at  law  is  within  reach  of 
the  plaintiff,  which  is  clearly  the  case  here. 

The  facts  contained  in  the  affidavits  of  both  parties 
establish  the  fact  that  the  defendants  are  lawfully  in  pos- 
session of,  and  are  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  property 
in  question. 

The  order  of  injunction  must  therefore  be  vacated,  but  as 
the  application  wad  ex  partCy  it  must  be  without  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Abbah  Witbbck  agt.  Alexandeb  Holland^  trei^urer  of 

the  American  Express  Company. 

It  is  the  doty  of  an  txprtu  company ^  on  receipt  of  a  package  to  be  carried  by  it,  to 
use  doe  diligence,  and  to  ascertain,  by  all  reasonable  inqniry,  the  residence  of  the 
consignee  to  whom  the  paokage,is  addressed,  at  the  town  or  dty  where  it  is 
directed,  and  to  deliyer  the  paclmge  to  the  contiffnee  pervmallyj  at  his  residence  or 
elsewhere. 

llie  company  cannot  relieve  themseWes  of  the  liability  arising  from  the  non-per- 
formance of  (his  duty,  nor  change  their  responsibility  from  that  of  a  common 
carrier  to  that  of  warehousemen,  by  giving  notice  to  the  consignee,  either  by  letter 
or  personally,  that  the  package  is  at  their  office  ready  to  be  deliyeied  to  him  apoa 
being  called  for,  and  thereafter  remains  at  his  risk. 

llie  consignee  is  under  no  obligation  to  call  at  the  office  of  the  company  for  the 
package ;  nor  to  do  more  than  to  notify  them  of  his  residence,  or  place  of  business, 
or  where  he  might  be  found,  upon  I'ecevoingthe  notice  that  the  package  had  arriyedi 
and  that  they  had  made  efforts  to  find  his  residence  or  place  of  business,  and  were 
onable  to  ascertain  either. 

Where  a  contract  is  made  with  an  express  company  in  terms,  to  carry  a  package  to 
a  certain  place  to  be  delivered,  by  its  agents  at  that  place,  to  other  parties  to  com- 
plete the  transportation  to  the  consignee,  and  containing  no  provision  as  to  the 
liabilities  of  parties  to  whom  the  package  might  be  delivered  by  the  company ;  on 
the  delivery  of  the  package  to  another  express  company,  for  transportation  to  the 
consignee,  the  latter  company  receives  the  package  under  no  special  arrangement, 
but  under  the  general  responsibility  of  express  carriers,  without  limitation  or 
qualification,  except  such  as  the  law  attaches  to  such  carriers. 

Ill  this  case  the  negligence  of  the  company  was  established  by  showing  that  the 
consignee  resided  at  Schenectady;  it&t  the  residence  at  Schenectady  of  two 
fiunilies  of  the  same  simame  as  the  eonsignee.  was  oommunicated  to  the  com. 
pany's  agent,  and  that  no  inquiry  was  made  of  either  of  those  families  for  the 
leaidence  ot  the  consignee,  when  inquiry  of  either  must  have  disclosed  it 

General  Term^  Fourth  District. 

Before  J  axes,  Rosekbans,  Pottee  a«d  Bockes,  Justices. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  a  money  par- 
cel, which  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant's company  at  New  York,  about  December  3, 1864,  to  be 
carried  to  Schenectady  and  delivered  to  Martin  Witbeck, 

his  brother. 

Vol.  XXXVnL  18 
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The  plaintiff  was  a  soldier,  at  Hart's  Island.     Hairing 
received  his   bounty,   he  delivered  a  part  of  it  ($320)  to 
Adams  Express  Company  to  take  to  his  brother,  Martin 
Witbeck,  Schenectady,  N.  Y.  for  safe  keeping.     Adams 
Company  brought  it  to  New  York  city,  and  delivered  it  to 
the  defendant's  company.     The  latter  carried  it  to  Schen- 
ectady, and  delivered  it  to  its  agent  there,  about  December 
5, 1865.    The  agents  at  Schenectady,  not  knowing  the  con- 
signee, examined  the  city  directory  to  find  him.     His  name 
was  not  in  either  directory,  although  two  were  published 
for  that  year.     These  directories  contained  the  names,  Abram 
Whitbeck,  Garret  Whitbeck,  conductor,  Luke  Whitbeck, 
conductor,  Peter  I.  Whitbeck  and  Daniel  Witbeck.     Peter 
L  was  the  father,  and  Daniel  was  the  brother,  of  the  con- 
signee, while  Abram  was  a  distant  relative.     The  two  con- 
ductors lived  at  one  house.     The  father,  Daniel  and  consig- 
nee lived  in  one  house.    Not  finding  the  name  in  the 
directory,  the  agent  made  crut  a  notice,  intended  to  be 
addressed  the  same  as  the  parcel,  and  deposited  it  in  the 
post-office,   asking    the  consignee  to   come  and  get  the 
parcel   and  notifying  him  of  its  arrival.     The  notice  was 
addressed,  "  Martin  WWtbeck,  Schenectady,  N.  Y.'^    While 
the  parcel  was  addressed,    '^Martin   Witbeck,''   Ac.     The 
notice  never  was  received  by  Martin.      Plaintiff  wrote 
to  his  brother  about  the  parcel,  December  8,  1864,  but 
the  letter  was  not  received  until   February,  1865.      He 
immediately  went  to  the  office  of  defendant's   company, 
demanded  the  parcel,  but  was  informed  that  it  had  been 
stolen  on  the  17th  of  January,  1865.     Their  safe  had  been 
blown  open  and  it,  with  other  money  parcels,  had  been 
taken  by  th^  burglars.     The  other  facts  are  set  out  in  the 
opinion.     The  cause  was  tried  before  Hon.  D.  C.  Smith, 
referee,  who  reported  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hooper  C.  Van  Vorst,  for  (vppeUant* 
John  L.  Hill,  for  respondent 
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By  the  courts  Rosekrans,  J. — ^The  evidence  fully  justified 
the  referee,  that  the  defendant  did  not  make  due  effort^  nor 
use  due  diligence  to  find  Martin  Witbeck^  the  consignee  of 
the  package,  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of  which  the 
action  is  brought. 

It  appears  by  the  testimony  of  John  Bradt^  one  of  the 
defendant's  witnesses,  that  in  December,  1864,  soon  after 
the  arrival  of  the  package  at  the  defendant's  office  in  Schen- 
ectady, Morse,  the  defendant's  agent,  made  inquiry  of  him 
as  to  Martin  Witbeck,  the  consignee ;  and  although  Bradt 
did  not  know  Martin  Witbeck,  Morse  was  informed  by  him 
of  the  residence  in  Schenectady  of  Fort  Witbeck,  Peter  I. 
Witbeck  and  the  two  Witbecks  who  were  conductors  upon 
the  railroad.  The  defendant's  agent  therefore  made  inquiry 
of  the  two  conductors,  but  made  no  inquiry  of  the  other  two 
Witbecks,  whose  names  had  been  communicated  to  him. 
One  of  whom  was  the  father,  and  the  other  the  brother  of 
Martin  Witbeck,  the  consignee ;  and  with  the  former  of 
whom  Martin  Witbeck  was  [then  living,  at  No.  11  Park 
Place.  It  IS  qfuite  clear  that  had  the  defendants  made  in- 
quiry of  the  consignee's  father,  they  could  have  ascertained 
where  the  consignee  could  have  been  found,  and  thus  have 
been  enabled  to  fulfill  their  contract  to  deliver  the  package 
to  him  personally. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  ascertain,  by  all 
reasonable  inquiry,  the  residence  of  the  consignee  at  Schen- 
ectady, and  to  deliver  to  him,  at  his  residence  or  elsewhere, 
the  package  entrusted  to  them  for  that  purpose.  This  duty 
is  implied  from  the  very  nature  of  the  business  in  which  the 
defendants  were  engaged,  and  for  the  service  of  carrying 
the  package,  and  ascertaining  the  residence  of  the  consignee 
and  the  delivery  of  the  package  to  him  personally,  they 
were  entitled  to  charge  a  reasonable  compensation.  Nor 
could  the  defendants  relieve  themselves  of  the  liability  aris- 
ing from  the  non-performance  of  this  duty,  nor  change  their 
responsibility  from  that  of  a  common  carrier  to  that  of 
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warehousemen,  by  giving  the  notice  to  the  consignee  either 
by  letter  or  personally,  that  the  package  was  at  their  office 
ready  to  be  delirered  to  him  npon  being  called  for.  The 
defendant's  contract  was  to  transport  the  package  to  the 
place  where  the  consignee  resided,  as  indicated  by  the  direc- 
tion upon  it,  to  search  for  him  at  that  place,  and  to  deliver 
the  package  to  him  at  his  residence,  or  place  of  business,  or 
elsewhere;  bat  the  consignee  was  under  no  obligation  to 
call  at  the  office  of  the  defendants  for  the  package,  nor  to 
do  more  than  to  notify  them  of  his  residence,  or  place  of 
business,  or  where  he  might  be  found  at  Schenectady,  upon 
receiving  the  notice,  in  some  way,  that  the  package  had 
arrived,  and  that  they  had  made  efforts  to  find  his  residence 
or  place  of  business,  and  were  unable  to  ascertain  either. 

Had  the  letter,  which  the  defendants  caused  to  be  depos- 
ited in  the  post-office  at  Schenectady — addressed,  not  to 
Martin  Witbeck,  but  to  Martin  Whitbeck — been  received 
by  him,  it  would  not  have  relieved  the  defendants  from  their 
liability  as  common  carriers  for  the  loss  of  the  package.  It 
contiiined  no  information  to  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
addressed  that  the  defendants  were  not  able  to  fulfill  their 
contract  by  delivering  the  package  to  the  consignee,  or  that 
they  had  made  any  efforts  to  ascertain  his  residence  or  place 
of  business,  which  were  ineffectual.  It  merely  stated  that 
the  defendants  had  received  the  package  (describing  it),  and 
that  the  package  was  at  the  risk  of  the  owner  at  their 
office.  The  consignee  might,  upon  the  receipt  of  this  letter, 
have  remained  silent,  or  answered  to  the  defendants  in  these 
words :  '*  Fulfill  your  contract  to  deliver  the  package  to 
me ;  and  as  to  the  package  being  at  my  risk  while  it  remains 
in  your  hands,  I  would  say,  you  have  no  right  to  impose 
such  terms  unless  they  were  contained  in  the  original  con- 
tract under  which  you  received  the  package,  and  if  they 
were,  the  information  is  unnecessary  on  your  part." 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  common  carrier  is  bound  not 
only  safely  to  convey,  but  safely  to  deliver  a  parcel  which 
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he  has  undertaken  to  carry,  at  the  place  to  which  it  is  di- 
rected to  the  consignee,  personally.  Personal  delivery, 
howeyer,  is  sometimes  dispensed  with  in  the  case  of  carry 
ing  by  ships,  boats  and  railways.  Notice  given  to  the  con- 
signee of  the  arrival  and  place  of  deposit,  comes  in  lieu  of 
personal  delivery  in  such  cases.  {Fish  agt.  Newton^  1  DeniOy 
45.)  The  rule  is  different,  however,  in  regard  to  express 
carriers. 

The  duties  of  express  carriers  are  stated  in  an  article 
written  by  Judge  Redfield,  published  in  vol.,  5  Amer  can 
Law  Begister^  page  7,  as  follows  :  ^<  In  turning  our  attention 
more  especially  to  the  responsibility  of  express  carriers,  the 
first  consideration  distinctive  of  this  mode  of  transportation 
is  that  they  are  bound  to  deliver  parcels  to  the  persons  to 
whom  they  are  addressed.  This  was  the  general  rule  as  to 
carriers  by  land,  until  since  the  introduction  of  railways. 
{Hyde  agt.  Trent  and  Mercy  Nav.  Co.,  5  T.  R.  389  ;  Step- 
henson  agt.  Hart^  ^  Bing.,  476;  Farmen's  and  Mechanic's 
Bank  agt.  Ghamplain^  Trans.  Co,,  23  Vt  iZ.,  186.)  Since 
the  introduction  of  railways,  carriers  in  that  mode  have 
been  exempted  from  personal  delivery  of  their  parcels,  and 
allowed  to  deposit  them  in  warehouses,  and  thus  exonerate 
themselves  from  the  longer  continuance  of  the  responsibility 
of  carriers.  {Thomas  agt.  Boston  and  Prov.  B.  B.  Co., 
10  Metc.9  472.)  But  the  great  necessity  of  having  express 
carriers  arose  from  this  defect  in  delivering  of  goods  by  the 
ordinary  railway  transportation,  and  the  same  defect  also, 
existed  in  regard  to  the  delivery  of  goods  transported  by 
steamboats.  They  could  only  deliver  at  the  wharfs  and  were 
not  expected  to  employ  special  messengers  and  porters  to 
deliver  their  goods.  {Clarke  agt.  Fowler j  4  Pici.,  371.) 
But  it  was  to  remedy  this  Inconvenience  and  restore  the  car- 
rying business  by  land  to  its  former  state,  in  some  degree 
that  express  companies  have  come  into  use  with  the  dis- 
tinctive character  of  making  personal  delivery  of  their  par- 
cels to  the  consignees.     {Bedfield  on  BailwaySj  sec.  127.) 
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This  has  been  so  often  decided  that  it  is  scarcely  required 
that  any  considerable  number  of  cases  should  be  cited. 
This  question  is  considerably  examined  and  the  views  just 
stated  fully  confirmed  in  the  case  of  Baldwin  agt.  The 
American  Express  Company j  (23  lU.^  197  ;  affirmed  26  Id.^ 
504.") 

It  is  claimed  that  the  contract  between  the  consignor  and 
the  Adams  Express  Company^  under  which  the  package 
was  forwarded  by  the  Adams  Express  Company,  from 
Hart's  Island  to  New  York,  and  there  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendants for  transportation  is  to  control  the  liability  of  the 
defendants  and  limit  it  to  that  of  forwarders  merely.  It  ap- 
pears, however^  that  the  contract  with  Adams  Express 
Company  by  its  terms,  was  to  terminate  upon  the  delivery 
of  the  package  by  its  agent  in  New  York,  to  other  parties 
to  complete  the  transportation  to  the  consignee.  It 
contains  no  provision  as  to  the  liabilities  of  parties  to  whom 
the  package  might  be  delivered  by  the  Adams  Express 
Company.  It  did  not  provide  for  the  transportation  of  the 
package  over  the  whole  route ;  and  the  case  shows  that 
there  were  no  business  relations  between  the  Adams  Express 
Company  and  the  defendants,  for  the  transportation  of  pack- 
ages over  the  entire  route.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
contract  between  the  Adams  Express  Company  and  the 
consignor  has  no  effect  upon  the  liability  of  the  defendants. 
They  received  the  package  under  no  special  arrangement, 
but  under  the  general  responsibility  of  express  carriers 
without  limitation  or  qualification,  except  such  as  the  law 
attaches  to  such  carriers. 

The  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiflT,  that  Martin  Witbeck 
was  well  known  at  Schenectady,  was  wholly  immaterial  and 
should  have  been  rejected  by  the  referee,  bnt  its  introduction 
could  not  possibly  have  tended  to  the  injury  of  the  defendant. 
The  negligence  was  established  by  showing  that  the 'consignee 
resided  at  Schenectady,  that  the  residence  at  Schenectady 
of  two  families  of  the  same  sirname  as  the  consignee,  was 
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commanicaied  to  the  defendants  agent,  and  that  no  inquiry 
was  made  of  either  of  those  families  for  the  residence  of 
the  consignee,  when  inquiry  of  either  must  have  disclosed 
it.  The  judgment  should  not  be  reyersed  for  this  erroneous 
evidence.    The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Chables  G.  Pattebson  agt.  Elisha  Bix)Omer. 

Wliere  defendant's  damages  are  assessed  npon  a  reference,  on  the  diuolutiim  of  a» 

injunctionf  the  conrt  may  order  the  plaintiff  to  pay  them^  and  if  he  refoses,  may 

enforce  the  payment  thereof  by  attachmaU. 
Where  in  snch  case,  the  report  of  the  referee  has  been  confirmed  in  a  proceeding  to 

which  the  plaintiff  was  a  party,  and  no  appeal  having  been  taken  by  him,  th« 

same  is  oondnsive  npon  him. 

Special  Tenuj  November j  1869. 

Before  Ingraham,  J. 

After  an  injunction  had  been  issued  in  this  case,  and  the 
usual  undertaking  given,  (which  the  plaintiff  did  not  sign) 
he  discontinued.  A  reference  was  thereupon  ordered  to 
compute  the  defendant's  damages.  The  plaintiff  had  notice 
of,  and  opposed,  the  application ;  and  also  appeared  on  the 
reference,  but  filed  no  exceptions  to  the  report.  A  motion 
for  a  ^^  final  adjudication,''  and  for  a  confirmation  of  the 
report,  was  made,  which  was  granted,  and  an  order  made, 
June  23, 1868,  ^Hhat  the  plaintiff  was  not  and  had  not  been 
entitled  to  said  injunction;  that  the  defendant's  damages 
caused  thereby  amounted  to  $2,060,  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  same  from  the  plaintiff  and  his  sureties. '' 
This  order  was  served  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  July  1, 
1868,  and  personal  notice  given  him,  October  1,  1868,  but 
no  appeal  was  ever  taken  therefrom.  A  suit  was  subse- 
quently commenced  against  the  sureties.  The  defendant 
now  moves  on  affidavits  showing  the  above  facts,  and  that 
service  of  a  certified  copy  of  this  order  had  been  made  on 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  demand  made  by  a  person  having  written 
authority  from  the  defendant,  for  an  order  that  the  plaintiff 
pay  or  be  punished  as  for  a  contempt; 
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First. — The  plaintiff  cannot  go  behind  the  order  of  June 
23,  1868,  which  adjudicates  the  defendant's  damages  and 
his  light  to  recover  them  from  him. 

I.  Having  had  full  notice  of  that  order  and  of  all  prior 
proceed  in  gs,  his  failure  to  appeal  made  it  conclusive. 

n.  The  method  of  correcting  error  is  by  appeal,  not  by 
disobedience,  (People  agt.  Sturtevanty  5  Seld.j  366.) 

Secend.-^Thi^  ^rder  was  regular. 

I.  The  discontinuance  by  the  plaintiff,  involved  the  con- 
cession that  the  inj  unction  could  not  be  maintained,  and 
Chat  the  phdiitiff*  was  not  entitled  to  it  (  Pa4iific  M.  5.  S, 
Co.  agt.  Leuling^  7  Ahh.y  N.  S.y  37,  40 ;  Taaks  agt.  Schmidt^ 
19  Hmp.y  414;  Crockett  agt.  Smith,  14  Abb.,  62;  Mutual 
Sctfeby  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Seherte,  4  Smn^.  Ch.,  592  ;  Coates  agt. 
OoateSj  1  Duer,  664 ;  Carpenter  agt.  Bosworth^  4  Bosw.^  655 ; 
Cumherkei/tfd  Coal  and  Ir^n  Co.  a^.  Hoffman  Steam  Co.  39 
BeMrh.^  le.) 

n.  The  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  not  having  signed  the  un- 
dertaking was  immateriaL  (a)  It  is  not  the  practice  for  a 
{daiotiff  to  sign  undertakings  on  injuiiction,  (Askin  agt. 
Heamsy  3  AiLy  188 ;  L^ngwdl  agt.  Chave,  10  Id.y  475, 
476 ;  ifep.,  of  Mexico  agt.  Arrangoie,  5  Duer.,  640.)  (6) 
The  reference  is  provided  by  the  Code,  irrespective  of  the 
terms  of  the  undertaking,  {Code,  ^  222.)  (c)  The  plaintiff  is 
liable  as  a  wrong  doer  in  any  event,  and  a  bond  having  been 
given  "o»  his  part^  {Code  ^  222,)  prescribing  a  particular 
method  of  computing  the  damages,  he  cannot  object  thereto. 
{AsJcin  agt.  Heams,  3  Abb.y  188.) 

m.  The  direction  to  pay  was  proper,  although  as  against 
the  sureties  a  new  action  should  perhaps  be  brought,  yet 
the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  having  been  fully  adjudicated, 
no  further  proceedings  were  necessary  or  should  be  required. 
The  Code  contemplates  that  these  damages  should  be  fixed  j 

and  paid  in  a  summary  proceeding  in  the  original  action; 
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making  a  distinctioii  between  these  and  other  cases  of  dam- 
ages on  undertakings.  {Compare  ^  222  with  ^  182,  207, 
230,  234,  Code.) 

Thirdj  The  court  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  order  by 
proceeding  for  contempt.  (3  Bev.  stat.^  849  et  seq. ;  Orairy 
SpecL  Proc.y  172  et  seq.) 

Dudley  Field  far  theplaintiff. 

Firstf  The  plaintiff  not  having  signed  fhe  midertaking  is 
not  liable  for  these  damages. 

Seeondj  The  order  of  reference  was  irregular. 

H^ird^  The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed  for  as  a 
contempt. 

Inqrahau  J. — ^The  court  may  order  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
the  damages  assessed,  and  if  he  refuses  may  enforce  the 
payment  thereof  by  attachment.  The  report  having  been 
confirmed  in  a  proceeding  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  party 
and  no  appeal  having  been  taken  by  him,  the  same  is  coin 
elusive  upon  him. 

The  defendant  may  have  an  order  directing  the  payment 
of  the  money  within  thirty  days  after  service  of  notice  of 
this  order  or  in  default  that  an  attachment  issue. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COXJRT. 


John  C.  Babtok,  assignee^  agt,  John  H.  McEinlet. 


If,  After  a  eaiue  has  been  onoe  properly  placed  on  the  calendar  for  a  short  canse  day, 
and  is  not  reached  for  trial  on  that  day,  or  is  moTed  off  without  any  day  being 
assigned,  and  it  does  not  appear  on  the  calendar  for  the  next  short  canse  day, 
either  party  may,  at  the  opening  of  the  conrt  on  that  day,  move  the  court  to  place 
the  cause  on  the  calendar,  and  when  the  cause  is  reached  for  trial,  take  the  default 
of  the  other  party,  if  he  fail  to  appear.  The  default  so  taken  will  be  regular ; 
and  this,  although  the  other  party,  on  the  afternoon  of  the  day  before,  inspected 
die  calendar  in  the  clerk's  office,  and  did  not  find  the  cause  thereupon,  and  for 
that  reason  did  not  attend. 

A  like  procedure  may  be  had  where  the  court  sets  down  a  short  cause  for  a  particu* 
lar  short  cause  day,  and  the  same  does  not  appear  on  the  calendar  for  that  day. 

Hereafter,  the  fact  that  in  such  cases  the  cause  does  not  appear  on  the  calendar  as 
made  out  by  the  clerk,  and  published  in  the  newspapers  of  the  day,  before  the  ooe 
on  which  the  canse  is  called,  nor  on  the  calendar  published  on  the  morning  of  that 
day,  will  not  be  taken  as  an  excuse  for  failing  to  appear  on  the  trials  or  if  appear- 
ing, for  fiiiling  to  be  ready ;  and  this,  even  though  Uie  party  so  ftuling  may  haTe 
examined  all  of  such  calendars,  and  found  that  the  canse  was  not  thereon. 


Spedal  Tenny  Decembery  1869. 

Motion  to  open  default. 

This  cause  was  ordered  to  be  placed  on  the  calender  of 
short  causes,  and  was  placed  on  that  calendar  for  the  18th 
June,  1869.     On  that  day  it  was  set  down  for  the  25th  of 
June,  1869.     On  the  26th,  defendant  moved  the  cause  off 
the  term. 

On  the  16th  day  of  October,  1869  ( being  the  first  short 
calendar  day  after  the  26th  of  June,  1869),  plaintiff  took  an 
inquest  against  the  defendant  by  default.  The  cause 
was  not  placed  on  the  calendar  for  the  16th  of  October 
until  about  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  that  day; 
and  it  did  not  appear  on  the  calendar  of  that  day,  as  it  was 
printed  in  the  morning  newspapers.  On  the  afternoon  of 
the  14th  of  October,  defendant's  attorney  went  to  the  clerk's 
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office  and  examined  next  day's  calendar,  as  it  then  stood, 
and  did  not  find  the  cause  thereon.  Shortly  after  nine  A. 
M.,  on  the  15th  of  October,  the  clerk,  at  the  request  of 
plaintiff's  attorney,  put  the  cause  on  the  calendar.  It  was 
then  regularly  called  and  the  inquest  taken. 

Other  matters  appear  by  the  papers  used  on  the  motion, 
but  it  is  annecpssary  to  adyert  to  them. 

The  defendant  moves  to  open  the  default. 

Edwahd  KcKtsIjET,  far  motion. 
Samuel  Brown,  apposed. 

'  Jones,  J. — ^By  the  practice  of  this  conrt,  the  calendar  for 
each  short  cause  day  must  contain  all  the  causes  assigned 
for  trial  on  that  day.  It  is,  also,  the  practice  that  when  a 
cause  has  been  ordered  on  the  short  calendar,  and  has  been 
properly  placed  on  it,  it  remains  thereon  until  disposed  of 
by  the  court.  If  not  reached  for  trial  on  the  first  short 
calendar  day  that  occurs  after  it  is  placed  on  the  short 
calendar,  it  goes  ofi*,  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  the  next 
succeeding  short  calendar  day.  If  not  then  reached,  then 
to  the  next,  and  so  on  until  it  is  disposed  of.  So,  also,  if  it 
is  moved  off  for  the  term,  it  goes,  as  matter  of  course,  to 
the  tiret  short  calendar  day  in  the  next  term.  Counsel  and 
attorneys  are  presumed  to  be  acquainted  with  this  practice, 
and  to  know  the  short  calendar  days.  Knowing  this  prac- 
tice of  the  court,  they  are  not  to  rely  on  the  cause  appear- 
ing or  not  appearing  on  the  calendar  of  short  causes  made 
subsequent  to  the  one  on  which  it  first  appears,  as  indicat- 
ing to  what  day  the  cause  stands  adjourned,  or  whether  it 
will  or  will  not  be  brought  on  for  trial.  If  it  does  not 
appear  on  any  such  calendar,  they  are  bound  to  assume 
that  it  is  by  reason  of  the  neglect  or  mistake  of  the  clerk, 
and  that  such  mistake  will  be  corrected  at  the  opening  of 
the  court,  on  the  application  of  either  party,  and  brought 
on  for  trial,  if  there  is  time  enough  to  reach  it  for  trial. 
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They  are,  therefore^  bound  to  make  preparation^  and  come 
prepared  for  the  trial  of  their  causes  on  each  short  calendar 
day  after  the  one  on  the  calendar  for  which  the  cause  first 
appears,  unless  it  is  set  down  for  some  particular  short 
calendar  cay,  and  then  to  make  preparation,  and  come 
prepared  for  trial  on  that  day;  and  this  whether  the  cause 
appears  in  such  subsequent  calendar  or  not. 

The  default,  then,  was  regularly  taken,  although  the 
cause  was  not  placed  on  the  calendar  the  day  before  the 
short  cause  day  on  which  the  default  was  taken,  and  the 
defendant's  counsel  knew  that  fact. 

There  appears  to  be  an  impression,  among  the  members 
of  the  bar,  in  relation  to  this  short  cause  calendar,  as  well 
as  the  ordinary  day  calendars,  that  unless  a  causft  appears 
on  it,  as  printed  in  the  morning  papers,  a  default  taken 
therein  wUl  be  irregular,  and  also  that  they  are  not  obliged 
to  make  preparation  for  trial  until  they  find  the  cause  on  a 
day  calendar,  and  if  they  are  unable  to  get  ready  between 
the  time  the  cause  is  so  placed  on  the  day  calendar  and  the 
calling  of  the  cause  for  trial,  it  is  sufficient  ground  for  a 
postponement.  Whatever  may  be  the  correct  rule  in  rela- 
tion to  the  ordinary  day  calendar,  and  the  calendar  made 
out  for  the  first  short  cause  day  after  the  cause  has  been 
ordered  thereon,  (concerning  which  this  motion  calla  for  no 
intimation)  yet  as  regards  all  other  calendars  for  short 
cause  days,  t.  6.,  those  calendars  succeeding  the  one  on 
which  the  cause  shall  first  be  placed — ^the  impression  is 
wholly  erroneous.  The  rule  in  relation  to  these  subsequent 
short  cause  days  is  as  above  stated. 

Immediately  on  the  postponement  of  the  cause,  counsel 
are  to  make  preparation  to  be  ready  to  try  their  cause  on 
the  next  succeeding  short  cause  day,  or  that  one  to  which 
the  cause  may  have  been  postponed,  and  are  bound  to  come 
prepared  on  that  day  for  trial  (unless  a  sufficient  legal 
excuse  is  shown  for  not  being  prepared)  without  reference 
to  the  calendar  which  may  be  made  out  for  the  said  next 
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ensuing  short  calendar^  or  that  one  to  which  the  cause  may 
have  been  postponed;  or  the  contents  thereof. 

As,  however,  this  erroneous  impression  has  prevailed  to 
a  considerable  extent,  ani  defendant's  counsel  seems  to 
have  acted  on  it,  I  will;  on  the  present  occasion,  deem  it  a 
sufficient  excuse  for  his  not  attending  court  on  the  day  the 
default  was  taken. 

This  decision,  however,  dissipates  such  impression ;  and 
reliance  on  such  an  impression  will,  not,  hereafter,  be  re- 
garded as  an  excuse. 

Nor  will  ignorance  of  th^s  decision  be  regarded  favorably. 
It  is  the  duty  of  attorneys  to  make  themselves  acquainted 
with  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  courts  in  which  they 
pursue  their  profession  ;  and  for  that  purpose  to  make  use 
of  all  the  means  within  their  reach.  There  are  newspapers 
published  in  this  city,  in  which  practice  decisions,  especially 
those  which  are  of  general  interest  to  the  legal  fraternity,,  are 
published.  If  the  members  of  the  bar  neglect  to  make  use 
of  so  easy  a  means  of  becoming  acquainted  with  the  practice 
and  decisions  relating  thereto,  their  ignorance  arising  from 
such  neglect  affords  but  a  sorry  excuse. 

Although  the  non-attendance  at  court  when  the  default 
was  taken  is  excused,  yet  the  default  will  not  be  opened  if 
the  defendant  has  in  fact  no  defense.  On  this  branch 
of  the  motion  these  papers  raise  a  strong  suspicion  that  the 
defendant  has,  in  fact,  no  defense,  but  that  his  answer  is  in- 
terposed for  delay  only. 

They  do  not,  however,  go  so  far  toward  showing  that 
there  is  no  real  defense,  as  to  wariant  depriving  the  defend- 
ant from  the  benefit  of  having  the  issue  raised  by  him  passed 
on  by  the  jury. 

The  default  being  regular,  and  being  opened  as  a  matter 
of  favor,  it  must  be  on  the  usual  terms. 

Those  are,  on  the  payment  of  $10  costs  of  opposing  this 
motion,  and  $30  trial  fee.  Judgment,  execution,  and  levy, 
if  any,  to  stand  as  security,  and  cause  to  be  set  down  for 
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trial  on  that  short  cause  day  which  occurs  on  the  last  Friday 
of  December  term. 

Let  an  order  be  entered  granting  the  motion^  so  far  as  to 
open  the  default  herein,  and  permit  the  defendant  to  come 
in  and  try  the  issue,  and  setting  the  cause  down  for  trial  in 
its  proper  order,  on  that  short  cause  day  which  falls  on  the 
last  Friday  ot  December  term  (to  wit,  December  S4,  1869,) 
on  payment,  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  within  two  days  after 
service  of  the  order  on  defendant,  or  his  counsel,  Edward 
McEinley,  of  $10  costs  of  opposing  this  motion,  and  $30 
trial  fee.  Judgment,  execution,  and  levy,  if  any,  to  stand 
as  security.  If  such  costs  are  not  paid  in  the  time  above 
limited,  then  the  motion,  and  every  part  thereoi^  is  denied, 
with  $10  costs* 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Jacob  Besun  agt  James  J.  Mapes  and  Abraham  D.  Wilson. 

Where  the  defendanto  had  paid  lor  the  monej  loaned  fhem,  nearly  the  amoant  ot 
the  note  in  soit  at  the  time  of  the  original  loan,  and  on  the  different  renewalB,  to 
the  lender ;  Beldf  that  it  was  groia  KMry— 4he  Jury  having  found  by  their  Terdict 
that  it  waa  the  money  of  the  lender. 

New  York  General  Term^  Mayj  1864. 

Before  Leokabd,  P.  J.j  Clerke  cmd  BabnabD;  Justices. 

By  the  caurt^  Leonard^  J. — The  questions  involved  relate 
to  the  facts  only.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants tended  to  show  that  the  money  loaned  belonged '  to 
George  H.  Jones,  and  that  he  acted  as  principal  in  making 
the  loan.  His  admission  that  he  never  sent  the  notes  which 
.  were  taken  for  the  loan  or  the  several  renewals  to  his  brother 
at  Boston^  but  held  them  himself^  strengthened  the  position 
assumed  by  the  defendants  that  George  was  himself  the 
ender.  George  was  the  only  witness  for  the  piaintifi,  and 
there  are  some  points  in  which  his  evidence  and  that  of  the 
defense  was  at  variance. 

I  think  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  support  the  theory, 
which  must  have  been  found  by  the  jury,  that  the  witness 
George  was  the  lender  of  the  money,  and  not  his' brother 
who  resided  at  Boston,  and  who  never  saw  the  notes. 

When  the  jury  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  the  verdict  for 
the  defendants  was  inevitable.  The  transaction  was  infected 
with  usury.  According  to  the  evidence  of  Mapes,  he  had 
paid  for  the  money  loaned  nearly  the  amount  of  the  note  in 
suit  at  the  time  of  the  original  loan,  and  on  the  different  re- 
newals. These  sums  ^ere  paid  to  George  H.  Jones,  the  wit- 
ness, as  he  testifies,  for  his  services  as  agent  for  the  borrower 
in  procuring  the  loan  and  renewals.  If  the  money  was  to  be 
considered  his  own,  it  was  gross  usury.  -The  evidence  is  sui^ 
ficient  to  support  the  verdict  on  the  theory  that  the  witness 
was  the  lender,  and  we  ought  not  to  disturb  it. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 


Israel  J.  Rogbbs  agt.  Long  Island  Railboad  Compant. 


It  is  enough  to  establish  a  delivery  of  haggage  to  a  eommon  ecurier,  in  the  flnt 
instance,  to  prove  that  a  person  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  company,  received  and 
accepted  the  property  for  transportation,  even  if  there  be  in  fact  another  person 
who  is  proved  to  be  the  actual  agent  having  charge  of  the  receipt  of  freight 

Where  the  tideet  agent  is  apparently  in  charge  of  the  depot,  the  company  which 
sanctions  his  employment,  and  thos  holds  him  ont  to  the  world  as  its  agent,  is  not 
at  liberty  to  repudiate  his  acts ;  especially  in  accepting  the  delivery  of  baggage 
for  transportation  by  the  company. 


Second  District,  General  Term^  December^  1869. 

Before  Gilbbbt^  J.  F.  Babxabd  and  Tafpbn,  Justices. 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  as  a  com* 
mon  carrier,  to  recover  the  value  of  a  trunk  of  the  plaintiff, 
lost,  as  is  alleged,  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  at  its 
depot  at  James  Slip,  New  York. 

The  defendant  answered  by  a  general  denial  of  the  com- 
plaint. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Suffolk  circuit,  October  7, 
1868,  before  Mr,  Justice  Qilbebt  and  a  jury. 

On  the  11th  of  April,  1868,  about  noon,  an  expressman 
of  New  York  city,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  took  his 
trunk  from  Morton  street  to  James  Slip  depot,  the  plaintiff 
intending  to  go  from  New  York  to  Riverhead  by  the  evening 
train  on  that  ^  day.  The  trunk  had  a  card  fastened  on  it, 
marked,  '^  Israel  J.  Rogers,  Riverhead,  Long  Island."  At 
the  4ppot  there  is,  beginning  at  the  left,  the  ticket  ofiSce, 
separated  in  two  rooms  by  a  railing;  next,  was  a  small  gate 
entrance,  next  was  a  broad  gate  entrance  and  gang-way 
leading  to  the  freight  room,  and  beyond  that,  on  the  op- 
posite side  from  the  office,  was  a  baggage  room  or  crate 
YoEi.  XyxVlll.  19 
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that  was  locked.  The  expressman  took  the  trunk  into  the 
freight  office  through  the  small  gate  entrance  adjoining  the 
ticket  office^  carried  it  across  the  broad  gang-way  to  the 
freight  room,  and  near  to  the  baggage  crate  and  fifteen  feet 
within  the  freight  room,  but  could  not  put  it  in  because 
the  crate  was  locked.  There  were  two  or  three  men  un- 
loading freight  there.  He  asked  them  who  took  care  of  the 
baggage.  They  said  the  man  in  the  office,  and  told  him  to 
go  into  the  office.  He  left  the  trunk  where  he  had  placed 
it,  and  went  and  spoke  to  the  person  writing  at  the  desk 
and  told  him  there  was  a  trunk  outside.  He  said  ''all 
right,"  and  turned  to  two  men  in  the  office,  on  the  opposite 
side  of  the  railing,  and  told  them  to  take  care  of  it.  The 
expressman  then  left. 

When  the  plaintiff  called  for  his  trunk  in  the  afternoon 
it  was  not  to  be  found,  and  he  was  told  that  an  expressman 
had  taken  it,  who  gave  a  check  for  it  corresponding  to  one 
found  on  the  trunk. 

The  defendant  upon  the  above  facts  moved  for  a  nonsuit 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  a  de- 
livery of  the  trunk  to  the  defendants,  as  carriers,  or  that 
they  had  received  it  as  passenger's  baggage,  and  that  no 
negligence  was  proved. 

The  motion  was  granted  and  the  complaint  dismissed. 

The  plaintiff  excepted. 

Ira  H.  Tuthill,  cMomey  for  plaintiffs  appellant. 

First.  All  that  was  necessary  was  to  deliver  the  trunk 
within  the  defendant's  building  and  call  the  attention  of  the 
persons  in  charge  to  it. 

Second.  Here  the  trunk  was  carried  fifteen  feet  into  the 
build mg  and  the  attention  of  every  body  there  was  called  to  it. 
The  two  men  who  were  unloading  freight  there,  sent  him 
to  a  man  in  the  office  who  was  writing.  He  gave  orders  to 
two  men  there  in  the  same  office  on  the  other  side  the  rail- 
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ing  to  attend  to  the  trunk.  The  whole  were  notified. 
There  is  no  pretence  that  there  was  anybody  else  to  be  no* 
tified. 

Third.  The  proof  shows  that  at  least  three  of  the  five  per- 
sons,  whose  attention  was  called  to  this  trunk,  were  connected 
with  the  depot,  and  the  presumption  is  that  they  all  were. 

Fourth.  The  objection  of  defendant  assumes  that  there  was 
some  other  person  that  ought  to  have  been  notified,  but  the 
proof  shows  that  no  other  person  could  have  been  there. 

Fifth.  There  was  no  need  that  the  expressman  should  have 

followed  the  two  men  that  the  ticket  agent  sent  to  take  care 

of  the  trunk     The  size  and  mark  of  the  article,  made  it 

wholly  unnecessary.    If  they  did  their  duty  they  could  not 

have  missed  the  trunk ;   if  they  did  not  do  their  duty,  the 

defendant  is  alone  responsible. 

Sixth,  There  was  no  pretence  at  the  time  of  the  loss  of 
the  trunk,  nor  at   the  trial,  but  what  the  trunk,  properly 

marked,  was  delivered  in  the  depot  building,  or  that  it  was 
carried  away  without  coming  into  the  custody  of  the  parties 
in  charge;  on  the  contrary  it  was  shown  that  the  trunk  was 
delivered  to  and  taken  away  by  a  stranger,  by  means  of  a 
check,  which  must  have  been  put  upon  the  trunk  by  some- 
body at  the  depot.  This  could  never  have  been  done  with- 
out the  negligence  of  the  persons  in  charge. 

Seventh.  We  cite  authorities  bearing  upon  the  question 
of  sufficient  delivery,  and  also  as  to  the  liability  of  the  de- 
fendants as  carriers,  and  we  submit  that  there  is  not  one 
which  would  not  have  adjudged  a  delivery,  like  the  one 
proved  in  this  case,  sufficient,  and  the  defendants  to  be 
liable  as  carriers  for  the  loss  of  the  trunk.  {Bedficld  on 
Carriers^  ^  96-101,  and  notes;  Merriam  agt.  Hartford  and 
Neto  Haven  Baihoayy  20  Conn.j  354 ;  Spade  agt.  Hudson 
Biver  BaUroad  Co.y  16  Barh.^  383 ;  Packard  agt.  Getman, 
6  Cow.y  757  ;  Ball  agt.  N.  J.  Steamboat  Co.^  1  Daly^  491 ; 
Blanchard  agt.  IsaacSy  3  Barb.^  388 ;  Coyle  agt.  The  West- 
em  B.  B.    Corporation^   47   Barb.^    152;     Whitbeck  agt. 
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Schidyer^  44  Barb,f  472  ;  Orosvenar  agt.  The  N.  Y.  Central 
R.  R  Co.y  6  Abb.  N.  &,  345). 

Eighth.  The  question  of  delivery  being  one  of  fact,  and 
there  being  proof  of  delivery  on  the  trial,  it  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  it  was  error  to  grant  the  motion 
for  nonsuit,  without  such  submission  to  the  jury.  {HotceU 
agt.  Oould,  3  KeyeSj  422 ;  Cook  agt  N.  T.  Central  K  R. 
Co.y  3  Keyes,  476). 

Ninth.  The  judgment  of  non-suit  and  order  should  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

S.  B.  NoBLB,  attorney  for  defendants^  respondents, 

Firsty  The  appeal  from  that  part  of  the  order  which  denies 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
evidence  cannot  be  sustained. 

Ist.  Such  an  order  is  discretionary  and  not  appealable. 
iSeelyagt.  Chittenden^  10  Barb.y  303). 

2d.  The  facts  disclosed  in  the  afSdavits  on  the  motion  did 
not  warrant  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
newly  discovered  evidence. 

Secondy  This  trunk  was  not  left  at  the  defendants'  depot  as 
common  carriers.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed  in  any  aspect 
ot  the  case  is,  that  the  property  was  placed  within  their  en^^ 
closures  without  specific  instructions,  and  veithout  knowl- 
edge on  the  defendants'  part  of  the  purpose  of  the  alleged 
delivery — no  freight  was  paid — no  passenger  ticket  pur- 
chased— ^no  indication  that  it  was  a  traveler's  baggage— the 
property  not  even  being  pointed  out  or  checked.  This 
surely  does  not  render  the  defendants  answerable  as  com- 
mon carriers.  {Camden  R.  R.  &  Transportation  Cb.,  agt. 
Belknctp,  21  Wend.^  354;  Spade  Sigt.  Budson  River  R.  R. 
Co.j  16  Barb.j  383.) 

And  this  is  so  within  the  distinctions  drawn  between 
baggage  and  freight.  {Butler  agt.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.y 
3  E.  D.  S.  571.) 
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A  mere  delivery  of  goods  by  depositing  them  at  a  rail- 
road station  without  giving  the  agent  of  the  company  spe- 
cific directions,  is  not  sufficient  to  put  the  company  in  de- 
fault for  not  carrying  them  safely.  {See  Spade  agt.  Hudson 
River  B.  B.  Co.,  16  Barb.,  383). 

The  defendants  are  certainly  not  guilty  of  any  negligence 
as  mere  custodians  or  bailees  in  respect  of  the  property,  for 
it  appears  that  it  was  taken  out  of  their  possession  accord- 
ing to  established  usage  by  the  holder  of  a  duplicate  check. 
{Van  Santfoord  agt.'  St.  John,  6  HiU.,  157  ;  Hempstead  agt. 
N.  Y.  Central  R.  B.  Co.j  28  Barb.y  488). 

As  warehousemen  the  defendants  are  only  liable  for  ordin- 
ary care  and  are  merely  responsible  for  loss  arising  from 
tiieir  own  negligence.     {Ladue  agt.  Oriffith,  26  N.  F.,  364). 

And  carriers  are  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  delivering 
baggage  to  the  wrong  person  if  they  have  exercised  all  the 
care  and  vigilance  that  could  reasonably  be  expected  of 
them  under  the  circumstances.  The  card  on  the  trunk,  in 
connection  with  the  check,  tended  to  mislead.  {Morris 
agt.  Third  Avenue  BaUroad,  23  Haw.y  345). 

Third.  In  the  case  we  are  now  considering,  there  was  no 
delivery  of  the  property  to  the  defendants.  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  property  be  delivered  on  the  premises,  un- 
less it  is  accompanied  by  notice  to  the  proper  person* 
There  must  be  a  valid  acceptance.  {AngeU  on  CarrierSy 
gec.y  129 ;  Story  on  Bailments^  sec.y  632 :  Packard  agt.  Oet- 
man,  6  Cotc.y  757). 

The  delivery  must  be  to  the  proper  person.  {Blanchard 
agt.  IsaacSy  3  Barb.y  388). 

The  principles  involved  in  this  appeal  have  recently  un- 
dergone examination  in  the  New  York  court  of  appeals. 
{Grosvenor  agt.  The  N.  Y.  C.  R  B.  Co.,  39  N.  Z,  34.) 

In  which  case  Milleb,  J.,  says :  '^  To  complete  the 
delivery  of  the  property  within  the  rules  laid  down  in  the 
authorities,  I  think  it  is  essential  that  the  property  should 
b(j  placed  in  such  a  position  that  it  may  be  taken  care  of 
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by  the  agent  or  person  having  charge  of  the  busineBS,  and 
under  his  immediate  control.  It  must  be  accepted  and  re- 
ceived by  the  agent." 

Indeed,  the  case  in  39  N.  Y.^  which  did  not  make  its 
appearance  in  print  until  after  the  trial  of  the  present  ac- 
tion, runs  so  parallel  with  it  as  to  be  worthy  of  particular 
comment.  In  the  reported  case  it  was  a  cutter  that  was 
placed  on  the  carrier's  platform,  freight  prepaid,  and  the 
baggageman  who  received  and  put  on  freight,  was  notified 
that  there  was  some  freight  to  go  to  Buffalo  by  the  noon 
train.  Within  two  or  three  hours  the  cutter  was  carried 
away  and  broken  by  a  passing  train  of  cars.  The  court 
said  it  was  not  enough  that  the  agent  was  notified.  Until 
it  was  actually  delivered,  the  agent  was  under  no  obligation 
to  take  charge  of  the  property,  even  if  notified.  It  is  ap- 
parent that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  fault  in  not  delivering 
the  property  to  the  defendant  and  in  leaving  it  in  an  ex- 
posed condition  which  caused  its  destruction.  {Opinion  of 
the  court,  per  Miller  /.,  39  N.  Z.,  38). 

Fourth.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial  should  be  denied, 
and  the  judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 

J.  F.  Barnard,  J. — There  is  no  doubt,  but  that  to  render 
a  common  carrier  liable  for  goods  to  be  carried  by  him, 
there  must  be  a  delivery  to  such  carrier  and  an  acceptance 
upon  the  part  of  the  carrier  of  the  goods  to  be  carried. 

The  proof  shows  in  this  case  that  the  expressman  took 
the  trunk  in  question  to  the  depot  of  the  defendant  at  James 
Slip,  about  noon  on  the  11th  April,  1868.  It  was  marked 
"  Israel  J.  Rogers,  Riverhead,  Long  Island.^  He  found  inside 
of  the  depot  gate,  where  he  carried  the  trunk,  two  or  three 
men  unloading  freight,  of  whom  he  inquired  who  took 
care  of  baggage.  They  told  him  the  man  in  the  office  ;  he 
went  to  see  the  man  in  the  office  and  told  him  there  was  a 
trunk  outside ;  he  replied  all  right,  and  immediately  sent 
two  men  to  take  care  of  it.     The  trunk  was  left  by  the  ex- 
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pressman  in  the  place  where  the  baggage  was  kept  and  was 
inside  of  the  defendants'  enclosure  and  was  near  their  bag- 
gage crate  which  was  at  the  time  locked.  The  man  in  the 
office  had  been  defendants'  ticket  agent  for  some  years.  At 
about  three  o'clock  on  the  same  day  tbe  plaintiff  went  to 
the  ticket  office  and  bought  his  ticket  for  Riverhead,  and 
asked  this  agent  for  his  trunk,  he  said  he  had  seen  a  trunk 
answering  the  description  a  short  time  before,  but  did  not 
know  where  it  then  was.  The  employees  of  the  company 
subsequently  informed  plaintiff  that  the  trunk  had  been 
given  to  an  expressman  who  had  a  check  corresponding  to 
the  one  on  the  trunk. 

The  case  should  have  gone  to  the  jury.  It  is  enough  to 
establish  a  delivery  in  the  firet  instance  to  prove  that  a 
person  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  company  received  and 
accepted  the  property  for  transportation,  even  if  there  be  in 
fact,  another  person  who  is  proved  to  be  the  actual  agent, 
having  charge  of  the  receipt  of  freight.  There  is  no  such 
proof  in  this  case.  The  ticket  agent  was  apparently  in 
charge  of  the  depot.  The  company  which  sanctions  his 
employment  and  thus  holds  him  out  to  the  world  as  its 
agent,  is  not  at  liberty  to  repudiate  his  acts.  It  seems  also, 
that  the  trunk  in  point  of  fact,  come  to  defendants'  pos- 
session. The  agent  had  seen  it.  The  defendant  had  de- 
livered it  to  a  stranger  who  presented  a  check.  Who  checked 
itf  When  and  where  was  it  checked?  It  was  left  un- 
checked and  marked  plainly  for  Biverhead,  why  was  it  re- 
delivered to  a  stranger  at  James  slip  on  the  day  of  its  re- 
ceipt I  The  case  of  Grosvetwr  agt.  The  N.  Y.  Central  R. 
R.  Co.j  (39  N.  Y.y  34,)  does  not  control  this  case.  The 
court  held  in  that  case  that  the  delivery  must  be  in  a  proper 
place.  That  a  delivery  of  a  cutter  so  near  the  track  as  to 
be  caught  by  a  passing  train  was  not  a  good  delivery.  No 
^uch  question  is  presented  by  the  facts  of  this  case.  The 
judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs 
to  abide  event. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Ann  Stoddard  agt.  Charles  Denibon. 

A  mortgage  of  chattels  is  b  sale  on  oonditioiL    The  legal  title  is  vested  in  the  moit- 

gageoi  sabject  to  the  mortgagoi's  right  to  perform  the  condition. 
After  defaalt,  soeh  UfftU  title  becomes  absoluiOy  leaving  a  mere  equity  of  redemptioo 

in  the  mortgagor. 
Boch  equity  can  be  disposed  or  got  rid  of  only  by  an  action  in  equity  to  foreelow  * 

or,  by  a  sale  under  the  power  contained  in  the  mortgage;  or,  possiblyy  by  lapse 

of  time. 
Where  a  mortgagee  takes  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  it  will,  if  of  suffl" 

cient  value,  be  deemed  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  until  the  equity  is  foreclosed.    It 

will  not,  however,  extinguish  the  mortgagor's  right  to  redeem. 
To  extinguish  the  equity  of  redemption,  by  a  sale  under  the  power  contained  in  the 

mortgage,  it  must  be  a  fair  and  bona  fide  sale. 
The  mortgagee  has  no  right,  by  any  nnfumess,  to  sacrifice  the  property,  and  deprive 

the  mortgagor  of  a  surplus  over  the  debt,  which,  by  an  openly  conducted  sale, 

might  arise. 
A  mortgagor's  only  remedy  is  by  action  to  redeem.    He  cannot  maintain  an  action 

at  law^  under  any  circumttances.    Not  even  where  the  mortgaged  property  has 

been  wrongfully  and  unfairly  disposed  of. 
In  au  action  by  a  mortgagor  against  a  mortgagee,  to  recover  damages  for  an  nnfiRir 

sale  of  the  property,  where  it  appeared  that  the  property  was  the  furniture  of  a 

hotel,  distributed  among  a  large  number  of  rooms,  and  which  the  mortgagee  had 

sold  under  the  mortgage,  chiefly  in  bulk,  for  a  sum  much  less  than  what  it  would 

have  brought  if  it  had  been  sold  in  suitable  lots,  it  was  h«(d  the  action  could  not 

be  (mstaiued.    The  action  should  have  been  to  redeem. 
Belief  in  equity  can  be  granted  exagmo  et  honOf  only  upon  payment  or  tender  of  the 

whole  debt.    Therefore,  where  upon  an  unfitir  sale,  less  than  the  whole  debt  was 

realized,  a  tender  of  the  residue  of  the  debt  must  be  made  to  lay  a  foundation  for  ■ 

an  action  to  redeem. 
In  an  equitable  action  to  redeem,  the  court  can  give  complete  relief;  and  where  the 

mortgagee,  by  disposing  of  the  property,  has  prevented  a  redemption,  leparatJon 

may  be  made  in  damages. 

Chneral  Temij  November j  1869. 
Before  Barbour,  Ch.  J.^  and  Monell^  J. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  wrongfully  seUing  personal 
property  under  chattel  morgtgage. 

The  plaintiff,  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money 
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on  demand,  gave  to  the  defendant  a  mortgage  upon  certain 
personal  property,  mentioned  and  described  in  a  schedule 
thereto  annexed.  It  contained  an  agreement,  on  the  part 
of  the  mortgagor,  that  in  case  of  default  in  payment,  it 
should  be  lawful,  and  the  mortgagee  was  authorized  and 
empowered  to  enter  upon  the  premises ;  to  take  away,  and 
to  sell,  and  dispose  of  the  property  for  the  best  price  that 
he  could  obtain,  and  out  of  the  moneys  arising  therefrom  to 
retain  and  pay  the  sum  mentioned,  and  all  charges  touch- 
ing the  same,  rendering  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  mortga- 
gor's representatives  or  assigns.  Until  default  the  mortga- 
gor was  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  property. 

The  mortgage  became  due,  and  remaining  unpaid,  the 
defendant  took  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  and 
also  of  certain  other  property  not  included  in  the  mortgage, 
but  which  he  claimed  under  the  mortgage,  and  sold  the 
same  at  public  auction. 

On  the  trial,  before  M.  Justice  Freedman  and  a  jury,  it 
was  proved  that  the  mortgaged  property,  together  with 
other  property  of  the  plaintiff  not  included  in  the  mortgage, 
was  taken  possession  of  under  the  mortgage  by  one  Mealio, 
under  a  special  power  of  attorney  from  the  defendant.  The 
property  taken  consisted  of  the  furniture  of  a  hotel,  and 
was  distributed  among  some  seventy  rooms.  An  advertise- 
ment of  the  sale  was  posted  and  published  in  one  newspaper 
once  before  the  sale. 

On  the  day  ot  sale  an  auctioneer  employed  by  the  defend- 
ant's attorney  proceeded  to  sell.  In  many  respects  the 
evidence  of  the  manner  in  which  the  sale  was  conducted 
was  conflicting. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  shown  that,  with  one 
or  two  exceptions,  the  property  was  not  sold  separately,  or 
in  parcels,  or  even  in  small  lots  ;  but  the  contents,  more  or 
less,  of  each  room  were  sold  collectively,  or  in  one  lot  or 
parcel. 

The  defendant's  witnesses  testified  tbat  the  sale  of  the 
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entire  contents  of  rooms  was  confined  to  the .  bedrooms. 
There  was  also  a  difference  in  the  evidence  in  respect  to  the 
number  of  persons  present  at  the  sale.  The  auctioneer  and 
the  attorney  of  the  defendant  testified  that  from  thirty  to 
lorty  persons  attended  the  sale ;  that  they  endeavored  to 
sell  the  property  in  lots  or  parcels,  or  separately,  and  could 
not  get  any  bids,  and  were  obliged  to  sell  the  entire  con-, 
tents  of  a  loom.  But,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifi*,  it  was 
shown  that  she  requested  the  attorney  and  auctioneers  to 
sell  separately,  or  in  small  lots,  and  they  refused.  The  con- 
tents of  each  room  were  put  up  and  sold  in  one  lot. 

There  was  some  evidence  that  the  property  covered  by 
the  mortgage,  and  also  of  the  property  not  included  there- 
in, was  together  worth  about  S2,500 ;  the  value  of  the 
latter  property  was  estimated  at  about  $500. 

The  sale  realized  only  about  $670.  The  evidence  in  re- 
spect to  most  of  the  matters  in  dispute  was  conflicting. 

A  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  fol- 
io wing^grounds  : 

Firsty  Because  on  default  in  payment  the  title  to  the 
property  vested  in  the  mortgagee,  and  he  could  dispose  of 
it  as  his  own  in  any  manner  he  saw  fit. 

Secondy  That  the  action  should  have  been  to  redeem,  after 
first  offering  to  pay  the  debt. 

Thirdy  That  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  acts  of 
the  attorney  or  auctioneer. 

The  motion  was  denied  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

There  were  some  requests  to  charge  the  jury  embracing, 
substantially,  the  same  proposition  as  was  contained  in  the 
third  ground  for  the  nonsuit.  And  also  the  further  request 
to  charge  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  for  property  not 
included  in  the  mortgage,  unless  it  was  taken  and  sold  with 
his  knowledge  or  under  his  direction. 

The  requests  were  refused  and  defendant  excepted. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  mortgage  transferred 
the  legal  title  to  the  property  to  the  mortgagee,  subject 
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only  to  be  defeated  by  performsDce  of  the  condition.  That 
upon  failure  to  perform,  such  title  became  absolute,  notwith- 
standing the  provision  for  a  sale.  That  if  the  defendant  had 
only  taken  possession  of  the  property,  the  plaintiff  could 
still  redeem.  That  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  sell ; 
he  might  have  kept  the  property,  subject  to  the  mortgagor's 
right  of  redemption,  but  if  he  sold  he  was  bound  to  obtain 
the  best  possible  price ;  and  if  he  did  not  choose  to  sell  the 
<^ntire  property  together,  he  was  bound  to  offer  it  in  such  lots 
and  parcels  as  were  calculated  to  bring  the  highest  price. 

It  was  left  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether,  tinder  the 
evidence,  the  property  was  sold  in  a  manner  calculated  to 
bring  the  highest  or  best  price. 

They  were  separately  instructed  in  regard  to  the  property 
not  included  in  the  mortgage,  which  could  have  been  easily 
separated  from  the  mortgaged  property,  the  defendant  had 
no  right  to  sell  such  property,  and  the  plaintifi  ^as  entitled 
to  recover  its  value. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  several  parts  of  the  charge. 

The  jury  gave  the  plaintiff  a  verdict  for  $1,492. 

The  defendant  appealed. 

Erastus  Cook,  for  appeUant. 
Mr.  CoMSTOCK,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Monell,  J. — ^If  this  action  can  be  sustained 
at  all,  I  think  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury,  upon  the  two  principal  questions  of  fact,  namely,  as 
to  whether  the  sale  was  conducted  in  a  manner  calculated 
to  produce  the  best  price,  and  as  to  the  amount  of  damages. 

In  respect  to  the  property  claimed  not  to  have  been 
eovered  by  the  mortgage,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  plaintiii's 
right  to  recover.  There  was  evidence  to  support  the  clain  , 
and  it  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury. 

Nor  have  I  any  doubt  that  the  defendant,  if  otherwise 
liable,  must  be  held  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  agent, 
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whom  he  empowered  to  take  and  sell  the  property ;  and 
such  responsibility  extends  to  all  the  property  the  agent 
took  under  the  mortgage^  and  for  the  manner  in  which  he 
disposed  of  it. 

The  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question^  as  to  whether 
the  sale  was  made  in  a  manner  calculated  to  produce 
the  best  price,  and  also  upon  the  question  of  damages, 
was  conflicting.  But,  as  I  think  it  was  sufficient  to  go  to 
the  jury,  we  cannot  disturb  their  verdict. 

The  mortgaged  property  consisted  of  household  furniture, 
the  contents  and  fixtures  of  if  bar,  and  other  property  used 
in  a  hotel.  It  is  distributed  among  some  seventy  roo^s  iu 
a  five-story  building;  most  of  them  being  used  as  bedrooms, 
and  containing  the  usual  bedroom  furniture.  There  were 
parlors  containing  the  usual  parlor  furniture,  and  bar-rooms, 
and  dining-rooms,  each  with  the  furniture  usual  to  such 
rooms. 

The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff*  and  her  witnesses  showed 
that  she  requested  to  have  the  property  sold  separately, 
which  was  refused,  and  it  was  sold  collectively,  the  entire 
contents  of  room  by  room  throughout  the  house.  On  the 
part  of  the  defendant  much  of  this  was  denied,  leaving  it  in 
doubt  whether  the  property  could  have  been  sold  separately 

at  alL 

The  plaintiff*  testified  that  she  had  purchased  the  property 
at  the  time  it  was  put  into  the  hotel,  and  stated  the  aggre- 
gate price  she  had  paid  for  it ;  and  there  was  other  evidence 
of  value.  But,  as  my  conclusion  is  arrived  at  upon  the 
law  of  the  case,  no  further  reference  to  the  facts  is  necessary. 

We  are  now  brought  to  the  question  whether  this  action 
can  be  maintained  at  all,  and  the  question  is  presented  in 

two  aspects: 

First.  Does  the  title  of  a  mortgagee,  on  default,  become 
80  far  absolute  as  to  deprive  the  mortgagor  of  all  right  or 
interest  in  the  mortgaged  property  t  and,  secondy  assuming 
that  it  does  not,  and  that  there  is  a  remaining  right  or  ia- 
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terest  in  the  mortgagor,  can  such  right  be  enforced  in  an 
action  at  law  f 

I  think  the  first  branch  of  the  inquiry  can  be  correctly 
answered  in  the  negative. 

A  mortgage  of  personal  chattels  ia  a  sale  an  condition. 

The  legal  title  to  the  chattel  is  vested  in  the  mortgagee, 
subject  to  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  to  perform  the  con- 
dition. Until  default  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  mortgagor's 
right  to  perform;  and  upon  performance  to  reinvest  himself 
with  the  legal  title. 

In  Cortelyou  agt.  Lansing^  (1  Oai.  C.  in  JSr.^  202y)  it  is 
said  the  title  passes,  with  a  condition  of  a  defeasance ;  in 
Charter  agt>  Stevens,  (3  DeniOj  35,)  it  is  said  the  mortgage 
transfers  a  defeasible  title  to  the  property  mortgaged  ]  and  in 
Mattison  agt.  Bat^eus,  (1  N.  Y.  B.y  297  J  the  interest  of 
the  mortgagor  is  called  ^'  a  right  of  redemption  only.''  Until 
default,  therefore,  the  legal  title  of  the  mortgagee  is  subject 
to  a  defeasance,  upon  performance  of  the  condition  by  the 
mortgagor.  Upon  breach  of  performance  such  title  becomes 
absolute  at  law.  If  any  right  thereafter  remains  m  the 
mortgagor,  it  is  a  mere  equity  of  redemption.  That  such 
right  to  redeem  remains  to  the  mortgagor  seems  to  be  well 
settled  {see  Patchin  agt.  Piercey  12  Wend..,  62,  and  cases 
there  cited). 

Nelson,  J.,  says,  <^  notwithstanding  the  forfeiture  and 
perfection  of  title  in  the  mortgagee  in  such  case,  I  have 
always  supposed,  and  have  no  doubt,  that  in  equity^  upon 
well  settled  principles,  the  mortgagor  has  the  right  to  re- 
deem." And  Story  says,  although  the  title  becomes  ab- 
solute at  law,  equity  will  interfere  to  compel  a  redemption 
(Story  on  Bail.,  %  287 ;  Fuller  agt.  Acker,  1  HiU,  475 ;  1 
Parsons  on  Con.,  453 ;  Moittison  agt.  BaucuSy  1  N.  Y.  B., 
297).  I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  to  several  other  cases 
on  this  subject,  when  I  endeavor  to  ascertain  what  are  the 
remedies  of  the  mortgagor. 

It  is  evident,  then,  that  the  dbsohUe  title,  which  a  mort- 
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gagee  acquires  after  forfeiture^  which  term  is  so  frequentlj 
used  in  the  cases,  is  an  absolute  legal  title ;  and  that,  not- 
withstanding default,  there  is  a  nght,  or,  as  it  is  called,  an 
equity  of  redemption  remaining  in  the  mortgagor. 

The  respective  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties,  there- 
fore, are — ^the  legal  title  is  vested  in  the  morgagee,  subject 
to  an  absolute  right  of  redemption  upon  performance  of  the 
condition  ;  upon  breach  of  the  condition  the  legal  tide  be- 
comes absolute  in  the  mortgagee,  leaving  a  mere  eqyiiy  in 
the  mortgagor. 

The  legal  title  becoming  absolute  or  perfect  in  the  mort- 
gagee, and  he  having  taken  possession  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  let  us  see  how  the  equity  of  the  mortgagor  niay 
be  disposed  or  got  rid  of. 

In  Charter  agt.  Stevens^  {ubi  sup.^)  two  remedies  are  sug- 
gested. The  court  say  the  mortgagor  was  not  divested  of 
oM  interest  in  the  property,  for  he  still  had  ("after  default) 
an  equity  of  redemption  which  the  court  of  chancery 
would  protect  and  enforce.  '^  On  the  other  hand  the  mort- 
gagee might  go  into  chancery  to  compel  a  speedy  redemp- 
tion, or  to  foreclose  that  right ;  and  the  same  object  might 
be  attained  by  a  fair  public  sale  of  the  property,  on  due 
notice  to  the  mortgagor."  That  case  also  holds  that  no 
more  property  can  be  sold  than  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
mortgage  debt,  &c.  These  remedies  are  also  recognized  in 
Patchin  agt.  Pierce^  (supra).  Nelson,  J.,  after  asserting 
the  continuance  of  this  equity  in  the  mortgagor,  after  de- 
fault, says,  '^  it  seems,  however,  that  the  right  to  redeem 
may  be  foreclosed  without  judicial  proceedings,  by  a  sale  of 
the  property  as  in  the  case  of  a  pledge  upon  reasonable 
notice  to  the  mortgagor."  Tender  of  the  money  after  for- 
feiture (he  says)  does  not  operate  to  reinvest  the  title  in  the 
mortgagor,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  recover  at  law,  and  this  is 
sustained  by  the  vice-chancellor,  and  approved  by  the 
chancellor  in  Sogers  agt  Traders^  Insurance  Company^  (6 
Paigey  687;  694). 
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These  remedies — actual  fbreclosure  by  judicial  proceed 
ings,  or  sale  under  the  power  contained  in  the  mortgage — 
seem  to  be  the  only  modes  by  which  the  equity  of  the 
mortgagor  can  be  extinguished.  These  are  distinctly  re- 
cognized in  Talman  agt.  Smithy  (39  Barb.j  390^)  where  the 
court  say^  this  right  of  redemption  continued  in  the  mortga- 
gor until  the  property  was  sold.  There  is  no  doubt^  I 
think^  that  when  the  mortgagee  takes  possession  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  it  will,  until  the  equity  is  foreclosed, 
be  deemed  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  if  it  be  of  sufficient 
value. 

In  Case  agt.  BoughtoHj  (11  TFend.,  106,)  the  defendant 
gave  the  plaintiff  a  chattel  mortgage  to  secure  payment  of 
the  note  m  suit,  and  when  the  note  became  due  the  plain- 
tiff took  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  but  did  not 
sell,  and  the  court  held  it  was  payment.  The  court  say, 
that  the  property  being  of  sufficient  value  to  satisfy  the 
debt,  no  further  act  besides  taking  possession  was  necessary 
to  constitute  payment.  And  they  further  say,  that  if  the 
property  had  been  sold  upon  the  mortgage  when  it  was  for- 
feited, and  upon  a  fair  sale  brought  less  than  the  amount  of 
the  debt,  the  mortgagee  would  have  been  entitled  to  de- 
mand the  balance  of  his  debt.  In  Wheekr  agt.  Miller^  (2 
DeniOy  170,)  this  effect  of  taking  possession  is  substantially 
affirmed.  The  action  was  trover  by  the  mortgagor,  after 
tender  of  the  debt  but  after  default.  It  was  held  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained.  At  lai€  he  had  no  title  whatever, 
Itnd  could  only  redeem  in  equity.  The  court  say  the  mort- 
gage authorized  but  did  not  require  a  sale  to  satisfy  the 
debt ;  and  such  power  of  sale  does  not  extend  the  time  of 
payment,  or  under  any  circumstances  reinvest  the  mortga- 
gor with  title  to  the  property 

Although  the  mortgagee,  after  forfeiture,  takes  possession 
of  the  property  (and  such  possession  while  it  continues,  if 
the  property  is  of  sufficient  value,  will  be  deemed  payment 
of  the  debt,)  it  will  not  extinguish  the  equity  of  the  mortgar 
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gor,  unless,  perhaps,  upon  his  failure  for  a  sufficient  length 
of  time  to  asser  this  right.  Story  says,  (2  Story  Eq.j  ^  1031,) 
the  equity  of  redemption  may  be  asserted  by  the  mortga- 
gor, ^^  if  he  brings  his  bill  to  redeem  within  a  reasonable 
time.''  {Kemp  agt^  Westbrook^  1  Ves.y  278  ;  Harrison  agt. 
Hart  J  Comyns  B.y  392,  411). 

Such  equity  can  be  extinguished,  therefore,  only  in  some  of 
the  modes  which  have  been  suggested,  namely,  by  a  judicial 
decree,  &  sale  under  the  power  contained  in  the  mortgage, 
or  possibly  by  lapse  of  time.  If  the  mortgagee  resorts  to 
none  of  these  remedies,  it  is  clear  that  the  mortgagor  may, 
certainly  within  a  reasonable  time  after  forfeiture,  notwith- 
standing his  default,  assert  his  right  in  equity  to  redeem. 

Where  a  mortgagee,  after  default,  brought  trover  against 
a  person  claiming  under  the  mortgagor  for  a  conversion  of 
the  chattel,  the  court  held  (Hinman  agt.  Judson^  13  Barb.., 
629,)  that  there  was  a  clear  right  of  redemption  in  equity 
in  the  mortgagor,  and  that  such  right  had  not  been  extin- 
guished at  the  time  the  suit  was  commenced.  The  mortga- 
gee had  never  taken  possession  or  sold  the  property.  In 
that  case  the  defendant,  in  effect,  was  allowed  to  redeem, 
the  recovery  being  limited  to  the  amount  due  the  plaintiff, 
instead  of  being  for  the  value  of  the  property. 

To  extinguish  the  equity  of  the  mortgagor  after  for- 
teiture,  by  a  sale  under  the  power  contained  in  the  mort- 
gage, it  must  be  a  fair  and  horia  fide  sale.  Such  is  the 
language  of  many  of  the  cases.  In  Charter  agt.  Stevens^ 
(ubi  sup.j)  it  is  said  the  equity  may  be  extingushed  '^  by  a 
fair  public  sale";  and  in  Chamberlain  agt.  Martmj  (43  Barb.f 
610,)  the  end  may  be  attained,  the  court  say,  '^assuming 
such  sale  to  be  fair  and  bona  fide  J' 

In  needs,  however,  no  citation  of  cases  to  establish  a 
principle  so  obviously  just,  that  an  unfair  or  fraudulent  sale 
of  mortgaged  property  by  the  mortgagee  should  and  will 
not  defeat  or  extinguish  the  equitable  rights  of  ihe  mort- 
gagor.    The  mortgagee  has  no  right,  by  any  uD&irness,  to 
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sacrifice  the  property  and  deprive  the  mortgagor  of  a  sur- 
plus oyer  the  debt,  which,  by  an  openly  conducted  sale, 
might  arise.  His  absolute  legal  title  does  not  enable  him  to 
deal  with  the  property  quite  as  though  it  was  his  own,  and 
the  remark,  apparently  to  the  contrary,  of  Justice  GridleT; 
in  Dane  agt.  MaUary,  (16  Barb.j  53,  54,)  is  qualified.  He 
says,  '^  especially  as  against  the  plaintifiTs,  who  are  mere 
strangers.^  And  I  cannot  think  Justice  Welles,  when  he 
said,  in  Tahnan  agt.  Smithy  {ubi  supra^)  the  mortgagees 
*^  had  a  right  to  take  the  property  into  their  possession,  and 
dispose  of  it  at  their  pleasure^^^  intended  to  assert  that  they 
could  make  an  unjust  and  unfair  sale  to  the  prejudice  and 
injury  of  the  mortgagor. 

Questions  involving  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties 
to  a  chattel  mortgage  have  usually  arsen  in  actions  at  law. 
In  those  actions  it  has  uniformly  been  held  that  the  legal 
title  of  the  mortgagee  was  so  absolute  and  perfect  that  it 
could  not  be  divested  or  disturbed  in  such  an  action.  I 
have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  of  a  proceeding  in 
equity  to  assert  the  right  of  redemption,  eittier  before  or 
aftei  forfeiture.  But  it  is  everywhere  assumed  and  con- 
ceded that  such  a  proceeding  may  be  instituted  and  will  be 
entertained. 

It  follows  from  all  this  that  the  mortgagor's  on^  remedy 
is  by  seeking  relief  in  equitv,  whether  he  seeks  to  redeem 
before  or  after  forfeiture.  Ttie  dicta  in  all  the  cases  to  which 
I  have  referred  is  to  that  effect ;  and  although  perhaps, 
mere  eKc<a,  is  entitled  to  all  the  weight  of  authority. 

Nor  do  I  see  how  an  action  at  law  can  be  maintained 
under  any  circumstances.  Not  even  where  the  mortgaged 
property  has  been  wrongfully  and  unfairly  disposed  of.  So 
far  as  the  legal  rights  or  obligations  are  concerned,  a  mort- 
gagee may  treat  the  property  as  his  own,  and  if  he  squan- 
ders, destroys  it,  or  gives  it  away,  he  incurs  no  liability  at 
law.  The  party  aggrieved  must  go  into  a  court  of  equity, 
which  alone  can  afford  him  redress. 
Voii.  XXXVnL  20 
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It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  action 
has  mistaken  her  remedy,  and  instead  of  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  a  wrongful  sale  of  the  property,  she  should  have 
invoked  the  aid  of  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court,  in  the 
nature  of  an  action  to  redeem. 

I  have  not  without  much  hesitation  and  doubt,  satisfied 
myself  that  the  defendant  having,  by  a  sale  of  the  property, 
put  it  beyond  the  power  of  the  court  to  allow  a  redemption, 
so  as,  to  reinvest  the  title  in  the  mprtgagor,  the  plaintiff 
might  not  be  excused  from  going  into  equity,  and  be 
allowed  to  be  compensated  in  this  form  of  action,  inasmuch 
as  no  other  relief  can,  under  the  facts  of  the  case,  be  awarded 
in  equity.  But  upon  consideration  I  find  what  appears  to 
me  an  insuperable  difficulty.  Relief  in  equity  can  be 
granted,  ex  aquo  et  honOj  only  upon  payment  or  tender  of 
payment,  of  the  whole  mortgage  debt.  That  must  be  aver- 
red and  proved ;  and  it  lays  at  the  foundation  of  the  only 
remedy  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case.  Had  the  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  property  realized  sufficient  to  have  satisfied  the 
debt  together  with  the  costs  and  expenses  of  sale,  then, 
perhaps,  a  tender  would  not  be  necessary.  But  it  was  not 
so  in  this  case.  There  remains,  afler  applying  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale,  a  considerable  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  still 
unpaid ;  and  before  the  defendant  can  be  prosecuted  in  any 
form  of  action,  whether  for  unfairly  disposing  of  the  property 
or  otherwise,  he  must  be  paid  or  have  tendered  to  him  the 
balance  due. 

Were  it  not  for  such  fact  we  might  sustain  this  judgment 
by  allowing  an  amendment,  or  by  conforming  the  pleadings 
to  the  facts.  But  as  there  has  not  been  any  tender,  and  a 
part  of  the  debt  is  yet  unpaid,  this  action,  so  far  as  regards 
any  of  the  property  covered  by  the  mortgage  must  entirely 
fail. 

The  right  to  recover  the  value  of  the  property  claimed  not 
to  have  been  included  in  the  mortgage  depends  upon  wholly 
different  principles,  which  need  not  be  alluded  to  here. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  307 

Stoddard  agt  Denison. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  in  an  equitable  action  to  redeem, 
after  a  tender  of  the  sum  remaining  due,  the  court  can  giye 
complete  relief.  Having  acquired  juriscfiction  of  the  action 
for  the  purpose  of  redemption,  if  it  shall  appear  that  the 
defendant  has  wrongfully  placed  it  beyond  the  power  of  the 
court  to  decree  a  redemption,  it  can  in  the  same  action 
make  complete  reparation  to  the  plaintiff  in  damages.  Such 
damages,  of  course,  would  be  assessed  under  issues  properly 
framed  and  sent  to  a  jury  to  be  tried.  {Woodcock  agt.  Bet^ 
nety  1  Cow.  iJ.,  711;  2  Story  Eq.j  %%  794-799). 

All  right  to  redeem  was  taken  away,  if  the  sale  by  the 
defendant  was  a  fair  and  justifiable  sale.  If  it  was  not  a 
fair  sale,  then  the  plaintiff  has  not  lost  the  right  of  re- 
demption, and  the  question  of  the  fairness  of  the  sale  must 
be  litigated  in  the  action  to  redeem. 

If  the  views  I  have  expressed  are  correct  the  motion  for 
a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  should  have  been 
to  redeem,  should  have  been  granted,  so  far,  at  least,  as 
the  property  included  in  the  mortgage  was  in  controversy. 

I  think,  therefore,  there  should  be  a  new  triaL  Upon 
which  new  trial  the  case,  as  the  pleadings  now  stand,  will 
be  confined  to  the  property  claimed  not  to  be  covered  by 
the  mortgage. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Amos  P.  Granger,  appellant,  agt.  The  Cnr  of  Syracuse, 

respondents. 


The  tjpmting  tmd  vndmmg  of  a  ttnet  in  the  city  of  SyracoBe  is  not  snoh  an  improTe- 
ment  as  the  oommon  conneil  are  prohibited  fh>m  making  vUhmU  tht  appKcaium  or 
ctmeiU  of  the  ownsn  •f  the  property  upon  the  line  of  the  improvement 

Where  it  appears  from  the  report  of  the  oommitnoneri  appointed  to  assess  the  damages 
for  the  Umd  proposed  to  be  taken  in  snch  case,  that  they  direcUy  adjudicated  upon 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  damages  for  the  land  proposed  to  be  taken  from  him,  and 
reported  generally  Jezcept  in  three  instances  where  they  either  named  or  described 
tbe  owners,  that  as  to  the  other  property  taken  **  the  owners  thereof  are  foUj 
oompensated  for  the  benefits  to  the  adjoining  land  owned  by  them  respectiyely  ;*' 

Msldj  that  this  award  was  warranted,  in  snbstance,  by  the  statate  nnder  which  the 
commissioners  proceeded,as  that  empowered  them  to  deduct  the  benefits  from  the 
damages,  (Zaws,  1857,  ehap.  136,  $  3.)  And  it  has  been  settled  that  the  owner's 
right  to  compensation,  which  the  constitution  has  secured,  may  be  satisfied  in  that 
way.     (Oriffin  agt  ifoyor,  dfc,  of  Brooklyn,  4  CosMt,  4L9.) 

K  was  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  action  of  the  commissiotterB  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  named  in  their  report  All  that  was  required  was  that  it  should 
appear  that  his  right  to  compensation  had  been  considered  and  abjudicated  by  the 
oommissioners.  The  constitution  requires  only  that  the  owner  shall  be  justly 
eompensated  for  |his  property  when  it  may  be  taken  for  this  purpose ;  and  thai 
ean  be  done  as  well  by  describing  or  referring  to  him,  as  it  can  by  naming  him. 

Jfme  Term,  1869. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  general  term  in  the  fifth 
judicial  district. 

R.  Raynor, /or  i?&tw^jf,  appellant. 

Sedgwick,  Ahdbews  &  Kennedy,  for  defendant,  re- 
spondent 

Daniels,  J. — ^No  substantial  foundation  appears  to  exist 
for  the  objection  that  the  proceedings  taken  for  the  opening 
and  widening  of  Clinton  street,  in  the  city  of  Syracuse,  are 
Yoid  on  account  of  the  omission  of  the  owners  of  the 
property  upon  the  line  of  the  street  to  petition  for  improve- 
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ment.  For  this  was  not  such  an  improvement  as  the  com* 
mon  council  are  prohibited  from  making  without  the  ap- 
plication or  consent  of  the  majority  of  the  owners  of  the 
property  upon  the  line  of  the  improvement.  This  restric- 
tion relates  to  such  strictly  local  improvements  as  are  con- 
fined in  their  benefits  to  the  localities  in  which  they  may 
be  made.  And  for  that  reason^  the  expenses  of  making 
them  are  assessable  only  upon  the  property  existing  in  the 
locality  benefited  by  them.  (Laws  of  1857,  Chap.y  132, 
TUle  7,  §  1). 

The  opening  and  widening  of  a  street  is  an  improvement 
of  a  diflerent  character.  For  while  it  may  improve  the 
property,  and  promote  the  convenience  of  the  locality 
through  which  it  extends,  and  on  that  account,  constitute 
an  important  local  improvement,  it  also,  by  afibrding  an 
avenue  for  travel  and  transit  to  the  public,  produces  benefits 
and  advantages  rendering  it  a  public  as  well  as  a  local  im- 
provement. .  And  where  this  latter  purpose  may  be  sub- 
served by  laying  out,  opening,  or  widening  public  streets, 
as  it  commonly  is,  the  duty  of  promoting  and  securing  it 
is  paramount  to  the  mere  convenience  and  profit  of  the 
locality  through  which  it  may  be  done.  Cases  may,  and  no 
doubt  frequently  do,  occur  where  the  convenience  and  in- 
terests of  the  public  and  the  owners  of  the  property  afiected 
by  improvements  of  this  nature,  may  be  antagonistic  and 
conflicting,  and  where,  on  that  account,  the  laying  out, 
opening,  and  widening  of  streets  would  be  undesirable  with 
the  latter,  though  positively  and  necessarily  required  by  the 
former.  If  the  work  could  not  be  performed  without  the 
assent  or  application  of  the  owners  of  the  property  in  such 
cases,  great  public  inconvenience  would  be  occasioned  by 
that  inability.  It  is  not  therefore  to  be  supposed  that  the 
legislature  would  be  disposed^  to  subject  improvements  of 
this  public  character  to  a  restraint  of  the  kind  presented  by 
the  objection. 

The  act  itself  does  not  render  the  power  of  the  common 
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eouDcil  to  open  and  widen  streets  dependent  upon  the  ap- 
plication or  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  owners  of  the  pro- 
perty on  the  line  of  the  improvement,  but,  by  entirely  in- 
dependent provisions  of  the  charter  of  the  city,  provides  for 
the  manner  in  which  work  of  that  character  is  to  be  done. 
These  provisions  do  not  contemplate  any  precedent  applica- 
tion or  consent  on  the  part  of  any  persons  owning  land 
along  the  line  of  the  street  to  be  improved  ;  but  they  con- 
fer such  authority  upon  the  common  council  of  the  city,  as 
empowers  that  body  to  initiate  and  consummate  the  enter- 
prise at  its  own  instance  and  of  its  own  motion. 

Before  that  can  be  done,  the  common  council  is  required 
to  cause  the  street  to  be  surveyed,  and  permanent  monu- 
ments to  be  placed  showing  the  lines  thereof,  and  a  map  to 
be  made  and  filed.  After  that  has  been  accomplished,  then 
the  council  is  empowered  to  declare,  by  resolution,  its  in- 
tention to  take  and  appropriate  the  property  required  for 
the  proposed  improvement.  And  nothmg  whatever  beyond 
that  is  required  to  be  done,  either  on  the  part  of  the  council 
or  on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  property,  or  any  of 
them,  to  entitle  that  body  legally  to  make  that  declaration. 
When  the  resolution  has  been  adopted  declaring  it  to  be 
the  purpose  of  the  council  to  take  the  land,  the  subsequent 
steps  in  the  proceedings  are  fully  and  clearly  provided  by 
which  the  title  is  to  be  acquired  and  the  work  of  laying 
out,  opening,  or  widening  the  street  fully  and  completely 
performed.  {Laws  of  1857,  vol.j  1,  135-139). 
And  the  expense  attending  it  is  not  rendered  exclusively 
local,  as  that  which  may  properly  be  deemed  a  local  im- 
provement is,  but  the  commissioners  appointed  for  its  as- 
sessment, are  required  to  direct  such  part  of  it  to  be  assessed 
upon  the  city  at  large,  and  such  part  locally,  as  they  shall 
deem  best.  (/({.,  137,  ^  4).  And  that  course  was  pursued 
in  the  present  instance,  for  the  larger  portion  of  the  expense 
was  shown  to  have  been  assessed  upon  the  city.  The  ob- 
jection that  the  work  could   not  lawfully  be  undertaken 
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without  the  application  or  assent  of  the  majority  of  the 
persons  owning  property  on  the  line  of  the  street  must  there- 
fore be  overruled. 

The  case  shows  that  the  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  premi- 
ses, which  the  common  council  resolved  to  appropriate  to 
the  opening  and  widening  of  this  street,  was  described  upon 
the  map  previously  made  and  filed^  according  to  the  re- 
quirements of  this  portion  of  the  charter  of  the  city.  And 
that  notice  was  given  to  him  of  the  resolution  adopted  by 
that  body,  declaring  its  purpose  to  take  and  appropriate 
that  property  to  the  widening  of  the  street.  And  of  its  in- 
tention to  apply  to  the  county  court  for  the  appointment 
of  commissioners  to  assess  the  value  of  the  land  to  be  taken, 
and  the  advantages  that  would  result  to  him  from  the  use 
and  appropriation  of  it  to  the  purpose  tor  which  it  was  to 
be  taken. 

On  the  day  mentioned  in  the  resolution,  the  application 
was  made  and  the  commissioners  were  appointed  by  the 
county  court.  These  commissioners  examined  the  premises, 
and  afterwards  made  their  report  to  the  common  council. 
In  this  report  it  is  stated  that  the  several  parties  whose 
property  was  taken  attended  them.  And  if  they  did,  the 
plaintiff  must  have  been  among  the  number;  if  he  was  not 
the  statement  was  untrue,  and  that  should  not  be  assumed 
in  a  collateral  action,  without  any  evidence  tending  to 
establish  that  conclusion.  By  the  resolution  served  upon 
the  plaintiff,  he  was  so  far  made  a  party  to  the  proceedings 
themselves,  as  to  render  them  prima  faciei  if  not  conclusive, 
evidence  against  him,  particularly  when  they  are  drawn  in 
question  in  an  independent  action  on  his  part. 

These  commissioners  awarded  damages  in  three  different 
instances,  for  property  required  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  improvement  of  the  street.  And  the  persons  to  whom 
such  damages  were  aw<arded,  are  either  named  or  described 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  leave  no  doubt  concerning  their 
identity.     As  to  the  other  property  taken  for  the  improve- 
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ment,  they  reported  generally  that,  '^  the  owners  thereof 
are  fully  compensated  for  the  benefits  to  the  adjoining  land 
owned  by  them,  respectively/'  and  this  is  objected  to  by 
the  plaintiff,  as  being  so  substantially  defective  as  not  to 
confer  upon  the  defendant  any  right  to  take  and  appropriate 
his  property. 

By  taking  the  report  altogether,  it  does  appear  that  they 
not  only  intended  to,  but  that  they  also  did  directly,  ad- 
judicate upon  the  plaintiffs'  rights  to  damages  for  the  land 
proposed  to  be  taken  from  him  for  the  purpose  of  widening 
the  street.  For  the  general  statement  contained  in  their 
report,  which  has  already  been  mentioned,  shows  that  they 
deemed  all  the  persons  not  previously  named  or  described 
by  them,  to  be  so  far  benefited  by  the  improvement  as  to 
be  fully  compensated  for  the  damages  sustained  by  them 
arising  out  of  the  taking  of  their  land.  And  the  plaintiff 
was  very  clearly  included  in  that  statement.  This  award 
was  warranted  in  substance  by  the  statute,  under  which 
the  commissioners  proceeded,  for  that  empowered  them  to 
deduct  the  benefits  from  the  damages.  {Laws  of  1857, 
Chap.y  1 36,  ^  2).  And  it  has  been  settled  that  the  owner's 
right  to  compensation  which  the  constitution  has  carefully 
secured,  may  be  satisfied  in  that  way.  {Griffin  agt.  Mayor 
&c.,  of  Brooklyny  4  Com.j  419,  436,  436). 

It  was  not  essential  to  the  security  of  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  compensation  that  the  amount  of  it  should  have 
been  specified  in  money,  as  long  as  it  was  found  by  the  com- 
missioners to  be  precisely  equalled  by  the  benefits  secured 
to  him.  That  they  were  not  required  to  do  by  the  statute. 
For  it  required  them  to  award  to  him  such  damages,  and 
such  only  as  in  their  opinion  should  compensate  him  for  the 
land  taken  from  him,  after  deducting  the  benefits  of  the 
adjoining  land  owned  by  him.  They  were  not  requtred  to 
state  the  damages  and  benefits  in  money,  but  only  the  ex- 
cess of  damages  remaining  in  the  plaintiff's  favor,  after 
deducting  the  value  of  the  benefits  accruing  from  the  im 
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provements  to  his  adjoining  lands.  It  was  only  the  damages 
remaining  after  the  deduction  that  the  commissioners  were 
required  to  award,  and  as  there  were  no  such  damages,  of 
course  none  could  be  awarded  by  them.  This  is  the  plain 
reading  of  the  statute,  and  in  this  particular  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  in  conflict  with  any  provision  in  the  constitution. 

It  was  not  indispensable  to  the  validity  of  the  action  of 
the  commissioners,  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  named  in  the 
report  made  by  them.  All  that  was  required  was  that  it 
should  appear  that  his  right  to  compensation  had  been  con- 
sidered and  adjudicated  by  the  commissioners.  And  that 
was  made  to  appear,  for  the  general  statement  included  the 
property  of  all  the  owners  taken  for  the  street^  except  that 
of  three  specific  instances,  particularly  and  previously  de- 
signated. 

It  sometimes  becomes  necessary  to  take  the  property  of 
unknown  owners  for  the  use  of  the  public.  And  if  the 
validity  of  the  proceedings  depended  upon  their  being  ac- 
curately named,  that  could  never  be  lawfully  done,  which 
might  prove  the  source  of  public  inconvenience  and  mis- 
chief. In  those  cases  it  would  be  utterly  impracticable  to 
comply,  with  such  a  requirements,  if  the  constitution  or  the 
statute  had  made  it.  If  the  naming  of  the  owner  whose 
lands  are  to  be  taken  for  a  public  improvement,  were  ma- 
terial or  essential  to  the  preservation  and  maintenance  of 
the  rights  secured  to  him  by  the  constitution,  then  that 
would  have  to  be  done,  no  matter  how  inconvenient  it 
might  prove  to  be,  before  his  property  could  be  lawfully 
applied  to  public  use.  But  that  is  not  the  case,  for  the 
constitution  requires  only  that  the  owner  shall  be  justly 
compensated  for  his  property,  when  it  may  be  taken  for 
that  purpose.  And  that  can  be  done  as  well  by  describing 
or  referring  to  him,  as  it  can  by  naming  him ;  where  he  may 
be  clearly  referred  to  or  described,  he  is  as  completely  as^ 
certained  and  identified  as  though  his  name  in  fact  were 
mentioned.     And  in  such  a  case  no  difficulty  could  be  ex* 
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perienced  by  him  in  obtaioing  the  compensation  designed 
for  and  awarded  to  him.  In  the  "present  case  the  portion 
of  the  plaintiff's  premises  required  for  the  widening  of  this 
street  was  described  upon  the  map  and  referred  to  in  the 
resolution.  And  in  addition  to  that  it  must  have  been 
designated  and  shown  upon  the  grounds  by  the  permanent 
monuments  the  surveyor  was  required  to  place  upon  the 
lines  of  the  street.  He  also  appeared  before  the  com- 
missoners  when  they  were  considering  his  right  to  compen- 
sation. And  when  their  report  was  made  stating  that  as  to 
all  the  land  taken  for  the  widening  of  the  street,  except  the 
three  instances  specially  mentioned,  the  benefits  to  the  ad- 
joining lands  of  the  owners  equalled  the  damages  arising 
out  of  the  appropriation  of  the  land  to  be  taken,  he  must 
have  known  that  his  case  was  included  in  that  general  state- 
ment. For  he  was  as  clearly  designated  and  referred  to  by 
what  was  said  in  the  report  as  though  his  case .  had  been 
specially  mentioned  in  connection  with  the  insertion  of  his 
name.  And  within  the  principle  already  mentioned,  which 
has  previous  to  this  time,  in  substance,  received  the  ap- 
proval of  this  court,  that  was  sufficient  to  constitute  a  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  and  of  the 
charter  of  the  city  of  Syracuse.  {BfieU  agt.  Trustees^  &c.y 
3  Com.  J  197).  For  the  constitution  neither  expressly  nor 
by  necessary  implication  requires  the  owner  to  be  named 
in  order  to  render  the  proceedings  valid,  which  may  have 
been  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  taking  his  land. 

The  constitution  merely  requires  that  the  person  whose 
property  may  be  taken  for  a  public  use,  shall  be  compen- 
sated for  it,  and  that  the  compensation  shall  be  ascertained 
by  a  jury,  or  commissioners  appointed  by  a  court  of  record. 
This  cnri  be  as  completely  accomplished  by  describing,  o^  it 
can  be  by  naming  the  person  to  be  compensated.  And  that 
in  effect  was  the  rule  adopted  in  BueU  agt.  Trustees  of 
Lochporty  {sapr(i).  And  it  was  also  very  distinctly  main- 
tiiiiiedin  Monagle  agt.  County  Commissioners  (8  Cush.j  300); 
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Inhabitants  of  Beading  agt  County  Commissioners  (7  Gray, 
109);  HUdrethagt.  City  of  Lowell,  {11  Gray,  345,352). 

The  charter  of  the  city  of  Syracuse  certainly  does  not 
require  any  more  than  that,  where  no  award  is  to  be  made 
for  damages  exceeding  the  benefits  resulting  from  the  im- 
provement to  be  made  to  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands. 
Where  the  damages  are  found  by  the  commissioners  to  ex- 
ceed the  benefits,  there,  and  there  alone,  so  far  as  they  do 
exceed  them,  they  are  to  be  awarded  to  the  owner.  And 
even  that  could  be  done  by  clearly  and  fully  describing  him. 

The  omission  to  name  the  plaintifi*  in  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  could  not  be  the  source  of  any  embarrassment 
in  the  assessment  of  the  expenses  of  the  improvement,  and 
the  damages  payable  to  the  persons  having  awards  in  their 
favor.  For  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  making  that 
assessment  was  confined  to  a  simple  estimate  of  the  expenses 
of  the  work,  and,  after  adding  that  to  the  amount  of  the 
awards,  assessing  it  upon  the  property,  legally  bound  to 
pay  it,  according  to  the  direction  given  them  by  the  charter 
of  the  city.  And  that  they  could  do  as  well  without  the 
names  of  the  owners,  whose  lands  were  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  street,  as  they  could  if  every  name  had  been  fully 
and  accurately  stated  in  the  commissioner's  report.  In  dis- 
charging their  duty,  they  could  have  no  occasion  for  con- 
sidering whose  lands  had  been  taken,  or  how  tney  were  to 
be  compensated  for  them,  beyond  the  awards  actually  made 
in  specific  sums  of  money  by  the  commissioners.  For  the 
latter  only  were  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  them. 
And  that  was  to  be  done,  not  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing 
the  action  of  the  commissioners,  but  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  the  aggregate  amount  to  be  assessed,  as  the 
costs  of  improvement. 

As  there  was  no  such  omission  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
commissioners  as  rendered  their  proceedings  invalid,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  defendant  had  the  legal  right  to  take  and  ap- 
propriate the  land  in  controversy. 
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The  judgment  should  therefore  be  affirmed^  with  costs. 

HuNTy  Ch.  J.^  (dissenting). — ^The  difficulty  in  this  case 
arises  from  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  commissioners  ap- 
pointed to  award  damages  for  the  property  proposed  to  be 
taken^  to  state  results  rather  than  facts. 

They  awarded  to  the  three  persons  named^  damages  in 
the  aggregate  of  $8,500,  and  said  that  the  owners  of  the  other 
property  proposed  to  be  taken  should  be  awarded  no 
damages,  because  the  benefit  to  their  remaining  property 
afforded  them  a  sufficient  compensation. 

The  map  describing  the  property  intended  to  be  taken  is 
not  furnished  to  us,  and  we  do  not  know  the  number  of 
persons  thus  affected,  or  the  extent  of  the  property. 

That  there  were  several  such  owners  appears  from  the 
statement  quoted,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  them  is 
not  denied  in  the  pleadings,  and  was  not  controverted  on  the 
trial. 

The  commissioners  should  have  ascertained  the  entire 
value  of  the  property  appropriated  by  the  map  for  the  pro- 
posed improvement,  and  have  stated  the  amount  of  damages 
to  each  lot,  with  the  owner's  name,  and  gave  the  aggregate 
as  the  damages  necessary  to  be  paid. 

They  should  then  have  found  and  recited  that  the  adjoin- 
ing property  owned  by  Mr.  Granger  would  be  benefited  to 
a  certain  amount  to  be  specified,  and  that  this  benefit  com- 
pensated for  the  damages  before  awarded,  and  the  same  as 
to  the  other  owners  whose  property  was  thus  taken.  By 
omitting  to  give  the  facts,  they  involved  the  matter  in  serious 
embarrassment. 

Mr.  Leach,  Mr.  Winton  and  Mr.  Judson  were  the  com- 
missioners who  made  the  award  of  damages  to  which  I  have 
referred. 

The  assessment  of  these  damages  upon  the  property 
benefited  by  the  improvement  was  made  by  another  com^ 
mission,  consisting  of  Mr.  Williams,  Mr.  Smith  and  Mr, 
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Porter.  We  see  at  once  the  error  of  the  first  proceeding 
and  the  force  of  the  objection  made  by  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  trialy  that  there  was  no  award  specifying  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  owners  whose  land  was  proposed  to  be 
taken,  and  no  statement  of  the  amount  of  benefit  to  the  ad- 
joining land. 

How  much  damage  had  Mr.  Granger  sustained  by  the 
taking  of  that  portion  of  his  property,  which  was  to  be  in- 
cluded ib  the  proposed  improvement  f 

Unless  the  commissioners  know  this  fact,  I  see  not  how 
they  could  assess  the  amount  upon  the  property  benefited. 
The  report  is  silent  upon  the  subject  of  this  amount.  The 
commissioners  had  no  possible  legal  means  of  obtaining  this 
knowledge.  They  assessed  upon  Mr.  Granger's  remaining 
property,  two  hundred  dollars,  as  the  sum  to  be  paid  by 
him.  This  was  necessarily  an  adjudication  that  his  benefit 
was  two  hundred  dollars  more  than  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty taken.  This  wsts  a  judgment  that  this  last  commission 
had  no  right  to  make.  They  had  no  authority  to  act  upon 
the  subject.  Their  only  duty  was  to  make  a  distribution 
of  the  amount  of  damage,  which  should  have  been  previously 
ascertained  by  the  prior  commissioners,  Mr.  Winton,  Mr. 
Leach  and  Mr.  Judson.  The  award  shows  merely,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  ^^  fully  compensated  by  benefit"  to  the  adjoin- 
ing lands.  The  report  of  the  last  commission  finds  not  only 
that,  but  that  he  has  leceived  S200  benefit  in  addition.  It 
was  impossible  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  properly  charged 
with  this  sum,  unless  tbose  charging  it  knew  how  much 
compensation  he  was  entitled  to  for  the  property  taken. 
(Laws  of  1857,  pp.^  135-137,  §§  1-4). 

I  consider  this  proceeding  as  fatally  defective,  and  that  it 
afforded  no  protection  to  the  city  of  Syracuse  or  its  agents. 

The  defendant  insists  that  if  the  court  are  with  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  merits  of  the  case,  that  the  action  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restain  the  defendant  from  opening  the  street,  will 
not  be  sustained.    The  defendant,  however,  expressly  con- 
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cedes  that  such  action  will  lie  inhere  the  injury  threatened 
is  irreparable,  where  it  is  necessary  to  prevent  multiplicity 
of  suitSy  or  where  the  proceedings  create  a  legal  cloud  upon 
the  title.  The  main  object  of  the  action  is  to  restrain  the 
performance  of  the  work,  and  the  injury  of  his  property. 
It  is  different  from  the  case  of  a  bill  to  restain  the  collection 
of  a  tax. 

Concurring  substantially  in  the  legal  rule  thus  laid  down, 
the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  present  case  is  within  the  rules 
of  equity  justifpng  a  preventive  remedy,  and  that  the  injury 
to  be  sustained  will  be  serious  and  irreparable. 

In  its  strict  etymological  signification  there  can  scarcely 
be  an  irreparable  injury  to  property,  that  is  one  which  can- 
not by  a  sufficient  amount  of  money,  be  restored,  amended, 
or  compensated  for.  The  legal  understanding  of  the  term 
gives  a  more  extended  signification.  Thus  the  loss  of  trade, 
the  permanent  ruin  of  a  house,  even  the  darkening  of  its 
windows,  by  which  its  daily  enjoyment  is  rendered  less 
available,  fall  within  the  idea.  So  the  diversion  of  streams^ 
the  setting  back  of  water-courses,  the  establisment  of  new 
ferries  or  turnpikes,  the  miproper  use  of  a  public  square,  the 
disturbance  of  a  burial-ground,  are  all  deemed  to  be  proper 
subjects  of  perpetual  injunction. 

So  where  a  trespasser  digs  into  and  works  a  mine,  to  the 
injury  of  the  owner ;  where  timber  is  attempted  to  be  cut 
by  a  trespasser  in  collusion  with  a  tenant ;  or  where  there 
being  a  disputed  boundary,  one  of  the  claimants  is  about  to 
cut  down  ornamental  trees  on  the  disputed  territory;  and  in 
all  cases  of  timber,  coals,  ores,  and  quarries,  where  the  party 
is  a  trespasser,  or  where  he  exceeds  his  rights,  the  injury  is 
held  to  be  within  the  description  of  an  irreparable  injury. 
(2  Story  Eq.  Jwr.y  %%  926-929 :  Mace  agt.  Trustees  of  New- 
hurghj  15  HotCy  161). 

In  the  present  case  the  premises  are  a  city  house  and  lot, 
which  have  been  occupied  by  him  for  thirty-flve  years  past. 
The  west  wall  of  his  house  is  nine  feet  fi'om  the  west  line  of 
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his  lot.  He  has  a  barn  and  carriage-house  on  his  lot.  The 
proposed  improyement  takes  six  feet  of  his  lot,  being  also 
two-thirds  of  his  carriageway  and  destroys  it;  and  cuts  off 
a  portion  about  five  feet  of  his  barn.  The  bam  must  be 
entirely  removed,  and  the  premises  left  without  one,  or  it 
must  be  moved  on  to  that  portion  of  the  premises  now 
used  as  a  garden  and  for  the  cultivation  of  fruit. 

I  think  an  injury  to  this  class  of  property,  and  of  the 
character  here  suffered,  where  its  value  as  ornamental  pro- 
perty is  Interfered  with,  and  its  daily  use  for  the  comfort 
and  satisfaction  of  the  owner  are  materially  affected,  properly 
falls  within  that  jurisdiction  in  which  a  court  of  equity  ex- 
ercises its  preventive  powers. 

Judgment  of  general  term  should  be  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  event. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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A  juttim's  jadgment,  rendered  on  the  verdiet  of  a  joiy,  for  the  defendant,  in  an 
action  of  treepau,  will  be  reversed  by  the  coontj  oonrt  on  appeal,  where  it 
appears  that  the  plauLtiif  woold  be  entitled  to  nominal  damagu  mUy, 


October  Temiy  1869. 

Appeal  from  justice's  judgment. 

The  action  was  trespass  quare  clausum  /regit. 

The  complaint  charged  the  defendant  with  having  entered 
the  plaintiff's  close  and  taking  therefrom  a  cow,  then  and 
there  being  in  the  plaintiff's  possession. 

The  answer  denied  the  allegations  of  the  complaint. 

The  trial  was  by  jury  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  no 
cause  of  action. 

The  justice  entered  on  the  verdict  a  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  with  costs. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court  from  the  judgment, 
alleging  it  to  be  without  and  against  law  and  evidence. 

The  evidence  clearly  showed  the  entry  into  the  plaintiff's 
close  and  the  driving  away  therefrom  of  the  cow,  then  in 
the  plaintiff^s  possession,  by  the  defendant,  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint. 

It  was  also  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  cow — which 
is  claimed  by  the  defendant  to  have  belonged  to  him  and  to 
have  been  of  a  wild  and  unruly  nature  and  disposition, 
aroused  and  excited,  perhaps,  by  being  separated  by  him 
from  her  newly-born  calf — had  broken  out  of  the  lot  of  a 
person  other  than  the  plaintiff,  in  which  she  was  pastured 
for  the  defendant,  and  ran  in  and  upon  the  highway  along 
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or  past  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  into  which  she  broke  and 
in  which  she  was  found  trespassing  by  his  wife  and  son,  who 
by  his  direction  placed  her  in  the  barn  yard  of  and  upon  his 
close,  where  she  was  so  found  by  them,  and  in  which  she 
afterwards  remained  until  her  rescue  and  removal  therefrom 
by  the  defendant,  about  a  couple  of  hours  after  her  capture 
by  them. 

It  further  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  perambu- 
lation of  the  cow  extended  through  the  grass  meadow  and 
oat  fields  of  the  plaintiff,  from  and  over  which  she  had  to  be 
pursued  and  driven  into  his  bam  yard,  from  which  she  suc- 
ceeded in  emerging  in  her  endeavor  to  escape  from  his  close 
and  custody,  which  was  frustrated  and  prevented  only  by 
the  vigilance  and  perseverance  of  his  wife  and  son,  by  whom 
a  considerable  portion  of  the  Lord's  day  was  consumed  in  so 
doing. 

From  the  nature  of  the  instructions  given  by  the  plaintiff 
to  his  wife  upon  the  subject,  it  is  not  improbable  that  this 
was  not  the  first  incursion  of  the  cow  into  his  close,  and 
that  it  was  his  intention,  should  another  occur,  to  seek  re- 
dress therefor  by  proceedings  under  the  statute  authorizing 
a  distress  of  cattle  doing  damage.  This,  the  rescue  of  the 
cow  by  the  defendant,  which  occurred  before  further  steps 
could  be  taken  by  the  plaintiff  thereunder,  prevented  his 
doing,  and  the  amount  of  the  damages  as  well  as  the  extent 
of  the  injury  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
were  consequently  not  further  shown  or  ascertained, 
but  they  were  not  necessarily  either  trifling  or  nominal 
merely. 

The  jury  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  was  demanded 
by  the  defendant,  and  were  taken  by  the  constable  who 
appeared  for  him  before  the  justice,  by  whom  the  venire  was 
issued  and  delivered  to  him  by  the  defendant's  direction. 

Burrs,  for  plaintiff. 

White,  for  defendant. 
Vol.  XXXVm.  21 
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ROMEYN,  County  Judge. — The  defendant  concedes,  what 
cannot  be  successfully  controverted,  that  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  and  the  judgment  of  the  justice  founded  upon  it,  in 
this  cause,  are  without  and  against  law  and  evidence,  and 
most  be  reversed  unless,  as  he  claims,  this  court  is  at  liberty 
to  affirm  the  same  upon  the  assumption  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  but  nominal  damages  therein.  This,  how- 
ever, I  do  not  feel  at  liberiy  to  do :  1st.  Because  I  do  not 
think  I  have  any  such  discretion ;  and  2d.  Because  I  do  not 
think  this  is  any  such  case. 

1.  This  is  a  proceeding  in  error  from  a  judgment  of  a 
subordinate  tribunal  of  which  this  court  has  appellate  cog- 
nizance only,  and  is  not  an  application  for  a  new  trial  of  an 
action  in  the  same  court,  of  which  it  has  original  jurisdic- 
tion and  about  which  it  has  a  discretionary  power;  the  dis- 
tinction between  which  is  recognized  by  the  supreme  court 
in  Cady  agt.  FairchUdy  (18  J^  jB.,  129,)  where  it  is  said, 
"there  is  ground  for  a  distinction  between  granting  a  new 
trial  and  reversing  a  judgment  on  return  to  a  certiorari ;^^ 
and  was  acted  upon  by  the  same  court  in  Herrich  agt.  Stover^ 
{6Wend.y  585, 589,)  where  it  was  held  that  the  judgment  of 
a  subordinate  tribunal  will  be  reversed  if  erroneous,  although 
the  suit  be  vexatious  and  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  but  nom- 
inal damages,  as  it  was  also  in  Dixon  agt.  Clow^  (24  Wend.^ 
188.)  where  the  same  principle  is  applied  and  the  question 
settled. 

In  a  court  like  this,  where  much  of  the  litigation  consists 
of  cases  in  which  the  amount  involved  is  so  diminutive  as 
scarcely  to  relieve  it  from  the  operation  of  the  rule,  de 
minimis,  while  its  consequences  may  be  so  serious  to  the 
litigant  as  to  transfer  his  property  to  his  adversary,  consign 
himself  to  a  prison,  and  commit  his  family  to  the  poorhouse 
What  would  be  left  to  the  large  class  thus  circumstanced,  if 
the  principle  contended  for  by  the  defendant  were  applied  to 
them,  but  the  relinquishment  of  a  legal  claim,  a  compliance 
with  an  unjust  demand,  or  submission  to  a  tedious  imprison- 
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ment  for  the  unsuccessful  prosecution  of  the  one  or  resistance 
to  the  other. 

That  it  is  inapplicable  to  this  court  at  least^  is  further  ap- 
parent from  the  provision  of  the  Code ;  the  three  hundred  and 
fifty-first  section  of  which  repeals  all  statutes  in  force  at  the 
time  of  its  adoption,  providing  for  the  review  of  judgments  in 
civil  cases  rendered  by  courts  of  justices  of  the  peace,  and 
regulating  the  practice  in  relation  to  such  review  and  directs 
that  thereafter,  the  only  mode  of  reviewing  such  judgments 
shall  be  by  appeal  as  prescribed  by  chapter  5,  of  which  it 
is  a  part ;  and  the  366th  section  thereof,  which  requires 
this  court  upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  such  as  this  is, 
to  give  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case,  with- 
out regard  to  technical  errors  or  defects  not  affecting  the 
merits,  and  in  doing  so  to  affirm  or  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below,  which  the  368th  section  thereof  enacts, 
shaU  be  with  costs  to  be  awarded  by  the  appellate  court 
to  the  prevailing  party,  and  thus  deprives,  if  it  does  not 
divest,  this  court  of  all  or  any  option  or  discretion  in  the 
matter,  save  in  regard  to  its  granting  or  withholding  a  new 
trial  of  the  cause  in  the  justice's  court,  or  the  county  court 
in  the  cases  and  for  the  causes  authorized  in  and  by  the 
366th  section  of  the  Code.  (Chopin  agt.  ChwrcWlj  12 
How.,  367  ;  Cook  agt.  Stoifty  18  Jd.,  454). 

2.  The  prosecution  was  necessitated  by  the  defendant's 
invasion  of  the  plaintifi's  domain.  The  action  was  proper 
for  the  redress  oi  the  injury  for  which  it  was  brought  to 
obtain  reparation  by  the  plaintiff,  and  is  one  to  which  the 
principle  invoked  by  the  defendant,  has  been  deemed  inap- 
plicable. In  Ashby  agt.  WhUe,  (reported  in  1  Salk.j  19 
and  2  L.  Baym.j  955,)  it  is  said  by  Lord  Holt  :  ^^  A  man 
shall  have  an  action  against  another  for  riding  over  bis 
ground  though  it  do  him  no  damage,  for  it  is  an  invasion  of 
his  property,  and  the  other  has  no  right  to  come  there.  So 
if  a  man  gives  another  a  cuff  on  the  ear  though  it  cost  him 
nothing,  no,  not  so  much  as  a  little  diachylon^  yet  he  shall 
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have  his  action ;  for  it  is  a  personal  injury."    In  MeUor  agt. 
l^atefnany  (1  S(mnd.y  346  a.)  it  is  said  by  Sergeant  Williams: 
"Whenever  any  act  injures  another's  right  and  would  be 
evidence  in  future  in  favor  of  the  wrong  doer,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  for  an  invasion  of  the  right  without 
proof  of  any  specific  injury."    In  Sedgwick  on  Damages  (3 
Ed.j  44y  45;)  it  is  said,  in  regard  to  the  right  invaded,  that  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  smallest  amount  is  as  effectual 
as  any  sum,  however  large,  for  it  establishes  the  fact  of  the 
plaintiff's  title ;  and  that  in  the  common  case  of  trespass  to 
laud8,the  main  object  being,  usually,  to  determine  the  right, 
this  principle  becomes  very  important.     In  Chapman  agt. 
Maine  Manuf.  Co.y  (13  Conn.,  269,)  it  is  said  :    **  Generally 
when  one  encroaches  on  the  inheritance  of  another  the  law 
gives  a  right  of  action  and  even  if  no  actual  damages  are 
found,  the  action  will  be  sustained  and  nominal  damages 
given.''    Indeed,  had  I  a  discretion  in  the  matter,  I  should 
deem  its  application  to  the  case  unauthorized  by  the  law 
or  the  facts  of  it.     It  is  the  theory  of  the  law,  and  should 
be  the  practice  of  the  courts,  to  furnish  a  remedy  and  afford 
relief  fot  every  wrong  or  injury,  and  it  wonld  be  a  disgrace  to 
the  one  and  a  reproach  to  the  other  to  deny  the  former  or 
withhold  the  latter.     Ubijus,  ibi  remedium,  {Broom^s  MaximSy 
91).     In  Ashby  agt.  White,  (2  L.  Baym.^  955,)  before  cited, 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  observes :    If  a  man  has  a  right 
he  must  have  a  means  to  vindicate  and  maintain  it,  and  a 
remedy  if  he  is  injured  in  the  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  it ; 
and  indeed  it  is  a  vain  thing  to  imagine  a  right  without  a 
remedy,  for  want  of  right  and  want  of  remedy  are  reciprocal. 
Indeed,  so  valuable  has  the  maxim  been  considered  that  it 
gave  occasion  for  the  first  invention  of  the  form  of  remedy 
called  an  action  on  the  case.     The  application  of  a  different 
principle  to  the  case  would  be  not  only  an  abuse  of  judical 
discretion  but  a  mistake  of  legal  presumption.     The  legal 
presumption  is,  as  we  have  seen,  that  he  who  has  suffered 
^n  injury,  has  sustained  a  loss  and  is  consequently  entitled 
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to  recover  od  proof  of  the  commission  of  the  injury  withoat 
proving  the  amount  of  the  damages  resulting  from  it, 
whether  they  be  nominal,  probable  or  possible,  merely 
actual  damages  not  being  necessary  to  sustain  an  action.  An 
invasion  of  a  right  being  shown,  the  law  holds  injury  to  be 
the  probable  result  and  gives  judgment  against  the  wrong 
doer,  against  whom  it  presumes  everything  and  not  against 
the  well  doer,  who  is  as  much  entitled  to  nominal  as  to  ac- 
tual damages*  Omnia  praesumuntar  contra  spoliatorem.  It 
is  equally  so  whether  the  absence  of  proof  on  the  subject, 
arises  from  design  or  inadvertance  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff. In  Dixon  agt.  ChWj  (24  Wend.^  188,)  before  cited, 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  an  entry  by  the  defend- 
ant of  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  pulling  down  his  fence, 
originating  in  a  justice's  court  and  removed  into  the  common 
pleas,  by  plea  of  title  interposed  by  the  defendant  and  on 
the  trial  of  which  the  latter  court,  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
declined  to  prove  or  give  evidence  of  the  amount  of  his 
damages  and  in  which  the  jury,  as  in  this  case,  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  which  a  judgment  was 
entered  in  the  common  pleas,  against  the  plaintiff  on  which 
the  latter  brought  a  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court, 
which  held  that  if  he  succeeded,  as  he  did,  in  showing  an 
unlawful  entry  upon  his  land  or  throwing  down  of  his  fences 
or  exposure  of  his  fields,  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for 
nominal  damages  at  least,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for 
him  to  prove  a  sum  oi  that  any  particular  amount  of  damages 
had  been  sustained ;  that  the  action  was  brought  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  the  extent  of  the  defendant's  right,  and 
that  every  unauthorized  entry  upon  lands  of  another  is  a 
trespass  and  whether  the  owner  suffered  much  or  little,  he 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  some  damages. 

In  the  present  instance,  the.  entry  was  unauthorized  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  was  unjustified  by  the  defendant,  who 
neither  pleaded  nor  proved  anything  exculpatory  of  it.  In 
the  Tonawanda  JR.  E.  Co.^  agt.  Munger,  (5  Denio,  255) ;  it  is 
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saidy  that  every  unwarrantable  entry  by  a  person  or  his 
cattle  on  the  land  of  another  is  a  trespass,  whether  the  land 
be  fenced  or  not,  and  though  the  cattle  entered  from  the 
highway  and  the  land  was  unenclosed,  and  the  owner 
exercised  care  to  keep  them  in  his  own  enclosure.  In  JSldke 
agt.  JeromCy  ^14  J.  22.,  406,)  it  was  held  that  a  person 
going  or  sending  on  the  land  of  another,  and  taking  away 
his  own  property,  in  that  case  a  mare  and  colt,  was  a  tres- 
passer. In  Hermance  agt.  Vemay,  J.  ii.,  6,  it  is,  also,  held, 
that  A.'s  cattle  is  on  B.'s  land,  confers  no  licence  upon  A.  to 
enter  and  take  it  away,  and  that  an  entry  by  A.  for  that 
purpose,  without  the  permission  of  B.,  is  a  trespass. 

The  hurt  and  trampling  of  the  crops  and  fences  as  well 
as  the  loss  of  time  and  trouble  of  the  plaintifi'  and  his  wife 
and  son,  occasioned,  as  they  were,  by  the  tortious  act  of 
the  defendant  and  his  cow,  entitled  the  plaintifi*  to  actual 
and  perhaps,  exemplary  damages  in  this  case.  In  Allaire 
agt.  Whitney  J  (1  JKK,  iJ.,  487,)  it  is  said  by  Justice  Co  wen, 
after  referring  to  the  admission  of  Powell  J.,  in  Ashhy  agt. 
White^  before  cited,  it  would  not  be  difficult  in  all  such 
cases  to  show  the  degree  of  actual  damages ;  that  the  time 
of  the  injured  party  had  been  consumed  in  doing  a  vain 
thmg  or  one  comparatively  vain,  and  time  was  money.  In 
MiUer  agt.  Garling,  (12  Haw.  JB.,  203,)  which  was  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  a  heifer  secretly  taken  from  the 
plaintiff's  possession,  it  was  held  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
damages  for  time  spent  and  expenses  incurred  by  him  in 
searching  for  her,  after  she  was  taken  by  the  defendant.  In 
Ward  agt.  VanderbUt,  (1  Keyes^  iJ.,  70  \)  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  it  is  held  that  where  on  evidence  submitted,  a  jury 
is  satisfied  that  certain  damages  accrued  to  the  plaintifi*  as 
sickness  and  loss  of  time,  occasioned  by  the  defendant  as  a 
common  earner  of  passengers,  it  may  award  such  damages 
to  the  plaintifi)  although,  he  has  offered  no  evidence  to 
prove  that  point;  and  that  the  fact  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  the  value  of  the  plaintifi^'s  time,  did  not  pre- 
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elude  it  from  giving  him  such  compensation  therefor^  as  it 
deemed  reasonable ;  and  if  the  loss  of  time  was  occasioned 
by  the  default  of  the  defendant;  the  plaintiff  was  certainly 
entitled  to  compensation  for  it. 

The  result  of  my  investigation  of  the  subject  is,  that  the 
jury  acted  under  a  misapprehension  of  both  the  law  and 
the  facts  in  rendering  the  verdict  they  did  in  this  case,  and 
that  the  .judgment  entered  upon  it  by  the  justice  must  be 
reversed.  In  Brown  agt.  Fenfieldy  (24  How.^  64,)  it  is  held 
that  where  a  referee  decides  against  the  weight  of  evidence 
and  errs  in  the  application  of  the  rules  of  law,  it  is  error  of 
fact  and  of  law,  and  that  a  wrong  result  upon  undisputed 
evidence  is  an  error  of  law,  and  the  judgment  on  the  report 
should  be  reversed.  In  Rathbone  agt.  Stantony  (6  Barb., 
141,)  it  was  held  that  when  upon  any  one  question  which 
is  decisive  against  either  party,  there  is  evidence  on  one 
side,  and  none  on  the  other,  and  the  verdict  has  been  given 
for  the  party  who  has  given  no  evidence  upon  the  point  in 
question,  the  verdict  will  be  set  aside;  and  that  if  the 
county  court  does  not  reverse  the  judgment  founded  on 
such  a  verdict,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  supreme  court  to  correct 
the  error  by  doing  so  itself. 

A  contrary  disposition  of  the  case  would  not  only  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  all  remedy  against  the  defendant  for  the 
damages  and  costs  in  and  about  the  suit  in  the  justices 
court,  but  would  inflict  on  him  the  costs  and  expenses  of 
and  upon  the  appeal  in  this  court,  which  might  be  justly 
considered  an  arbitrary  exercise  of  judicial  discretion. 

Perhaps  greater  attention  has  been  bestowed  upon  this 
case  than  its  importance  might  seem  to  demand,  yet  not  more 
than  its  investigation  would  appear  to  require,  considering 
that  no  objection  was  made  and  no  question  was  raised  upon 
the  trial  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  either  as  to  the 
sufficiency  ot  the  evidence  or  the  amount  of  the  damages 
which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  therein. 

Judgment  reversed  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Samubl  R.  Ohilds^  respondent,  agt.  Ezikiel  L.  Smith, 

appellant. 


The  •rpanintion  of  a  mannfiiujtiiring  companj,  under  the  general  law  of  the  state,  ii 
not  ejwted  until  the  filing  of  the  cert^caU  in  the  connty  clerk's  olBce,  and  a  drnpU^ 
cate  thereof  with  the  secretary  ot  state,  as  required  by  the  act. 

When  a  statute  which  grants  a  power  or  authority,  expressly  fixes  limits,  or  declares 
the  time  when  such  authority  shall  be  exercised,  or  begin,  all  other  time  ij 
excluded. 

Consequently  where  an  agreement  is  made  that  one  person  shall  pay  to  another  a 
certain  sum  of  money  on  the  organization  of  a  certain  manufacturing  company,  and 
all  the  formalities  of  an  organization,  with  proper  certificates  made  and  signed  by 
the  corporators,  are  completed,  except  the  filing  of  the  certificate  and  duplicate  as 
required  by  the  general  act,  an  action  brought  to  reoover  such  sum  of  money  ia 
premahure. 


Fourth  Districty  CaJdweUj  Oeneral  Termy  Juhfy  1869. 

Before  Robekbans,  Potter  and  Bockes,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a 
referee.  The  action  was  to  recover  $3,000,  part  of  the 
consideration  of  a  farm  conveyed  to  the  defendant  in  the 
town  of  Stratoga  Springs.  The  defendant  set  up  in  his 
defense,  among  other  things,  that  the  farm  in  question  was 
conveyed  upon  certain  conditions  to  be  paid  for,  in  the 
manner  according  to  the  agreement  set  up  in  the'  said 
answer,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  that  the  conditions  upon 
which  the  payment  was  to  be  made  have  never  been  per- 
formed, and  also,  that  the  sum  mentioned  to  be  paid  was 
conditional,  depending  upon  an  agreement  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  which  has  never  been  performed. 

The  action  was  referred  to  a  sole  referee,  who  reported  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  judgment  for  $2253.91, 
with  costs.     From  this  judi^meiit,  the  defendant  appeals. 
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The  facts  found  by  the  referee^  and  his  conclusions  of  law, 

are  as  follows : 
First.  That  on  the  18th  day  of  April,  1869,  the  plaintiff 

was  the  owner  of  a  farm  of  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  acres, 

situated  on  Union  Avenue,  about  two  miles  east  of  Saratoga 

Springs,  in  the  county  of  Saratoga. 
Second.  That  said  farm  was  then  incumbered  by  two 

mortgages  amounting  in  the  whole,  including  interest  to 

that  date,  to  the  sum  of  about  $10,000. 

Third.  That  about  fitty  acres  of  said  farm  was  muck  and 

clay  land,  which  the  parties  to  this  action  then  supposed 

was  valuable  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing  brick  and 

peat  therefrom. 
Fourth.  That  on  the  said  18th  day  of  April,  1869,  the 

said  plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  the  above 

mentioned  farm,   excepting   about  four   acres  therefrom, 

that  the  same  were   conveyed  subject  to  the  said  two 

mortgages. 

Fifth.  That  the  agreement  between  the  ^aid  parties,  and 

under  which  the  conveyance  was  made,  was  in  substance  «s 
follows :  The  plaintiff  to  sell  the  said  farm  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  acres,  to  the  defendant  for  the  price  or  sum  of 
$20,000,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  as  follows:  The 
defendant  to  assume  and  pay  the  two  mortgages  for  $10^000 ; 
two  thousand  dollars  to  be  deducted  or  allowed  for  the  four 
acres  reserved  by  the  plaintiff;  the  paUntiff  to  have  one 
fourth  or  a  one  fourth  interest  in  the  above  mentioned  fifty 
acres  of  clay  and  peat  land,  for  which  he  was  to  allow  five 
thousand  dollars  on  said  purchase  price ;  and  the  remaining 
sum  of  three  thousand  dollars  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  in  ca^  ;  as  follows :  one  thousand  dollars 
at  or  within  a  few  days  from  the  time  of  delivering  the  deed, 
and  the  remaining  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars  when  the 
brick  and  peat  company,  (which  the  said  parties  then  pro- 
posed to  form,)  should  be  organized.  The  said  parties  to 
form  a  company  upon  the  said  fifty  acres  of  the  clay  and 


330       ^^EW  YORK  PRAOnOE  REPORTa 

Childs  AgL  Smith. 

peat  land^  with  a  capital  of  $150,000.  The  company  to 
reserve  seventy  thousand  dollars  of  the  stock  for  working 
capital,  the  remainder  of  the  stock  to  be  divided  as  follows: 
one  fourth  part,  $20,000,  to  belong  to  the  plaintiff;  one  half 
$40,000,  to  belong  to  the  defendant,  and  the  other  one  fourth 
part  $20,000,  when  the  company  was  organized,  plaintiff  wa& 
to  take  and  pay  the  defendant  therefor,  the  sum  of  $5,000. 
The  plaintiff  stating  to  the  defendant  at  the  time,  that  he 
believed  that  if  the  interest  was  paid  on  the  said  two  mort- 
gages, which  would  be  due  about  the  Ist  of  July  then  next, 
the  mortgages  co aid  remain,  and  he,  the  plaintiff,  would  see 
the  mortgagees  and  endeavor  to  have  them  remain,  if  such 
interest  was  paid ;  but  there  was  no  agreement  by  the 
plaintiff  to  procure  any  extension  of  said  mortgages  or 
either  of  them. 

Sixth,  That  upon  the  delivery  of  said  deed,  and  on  the 
said  18th  day  of  April,  1867,  the  defendant  took  possession 
of  the  said  farm  and  leased  the  same  for  farm  purposes, 
reserving  the  right  to  use  the  said  fifty  acres  of  clay  and 
p6at  lands  for  the  purpose  of  developing  the  same. 

Seventh,  That  upon  receiving  the  said  deed,  or  soon  there- 
after, the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  his 
promissory  note,  payable  at  bank  for  $300,  and  on  or  about 
the  16th  day  of  August,  1867,  the  defendant  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  two  acceptances  for  $350  each,  one  due  in 
sixty  days  from  date,  and  the  other  in  ninety  days  from  date, 
thus  making  the  one  thousand  dollars  that  was  to  be  paid 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  delivery  of  said 
deed. 

Eighth,  That  immediately  after  the  said  deed  was  delivered 
to  the  said  defendant  by  the  said  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff, 
defendant  and  one  William  B.  Laithe  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged articles  of  incorporation  (under  the  statute  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  in  relation  to  the  formation  of  corpora- 
tions for  manufacturing,  mechanical  and  chemical  purposes,) 
for  the  purpose  of  organizing  a  brick  and  peat  company  on 
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the  said  fifty  acres  of  clay  and  peat  land,  as  contemplated 
by  said  agreement.  That  such  articles  of  incorporation 
were  drawn  up  by  the  defendant,  bearing  date,  April  29, 
1867,  and  were  duly  acknowledged,  before  the  proper 
officer,  on  the  3d  day  of  May,  1867,  that  the  amount  of 
capital  stock  of  said  company  mentioned  in  said  articles, 
was  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars. 

Ninth.  That  upon  signing  said  articles  of  incorporation 
and  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1867,  the  said  plaintiff, 
defendant  and  William  B.  Laithe  assumed  to  act  as  a  cor^ 
poration  and  met  as  such,  electing  officers  and  making 
provision  for  procuring  or  perfecting  the  title  in  the  said 
fifty  acres  to  the  company ;  and  at  such  meeting,  defendant 
was  elected  president  of  said  company ;  the  plaintifi"  was 
elected  vice  president,  and  the  said  William  B.  Laithe  was 
elected  secretary  and  treasurer,  and  the  defendant  proposed 
rules  and  by-laws  for  the  government  of  said  corporation, 
which  were  adopted,  and  \^ith  the  certificate  of  incorpora- 
tion, and  other  proceedings  were  entered  by  direction  of 
defendant  in  a  book  procured  and'  used  as  the  record  book 
of  said  corporation.  Action  was  also  taken  at  said  meeting 
in  relation  to  completing  the  grounds  and  yards  on  said  fifty 
acres,  and  procuring  machines  for  the  purpose  of  manu- 
facturing, as  soon  as  the  company  should  decide  what 
machine  they  would  use  for  that  place. 

Tenth.  The  said  articles  of  incorporation  were  never  filed 
in  the  secretary  of  state's  office,  neither  was  a  copy  or  dupli- 
cate made  or  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  of 
Saratoga ;  but  the  same  by  the  directon  of  the  defendant 
were  delivered  to  said  William  B.  Laithe  to  be  filed  in  the 
secretary  of  state's  office. 

Eleventh,  The  defendant  neglected  to  pay  the  interest  on 
said  mortgages  when  the  same  became  due  in  July  1867, 
and  the  said  mortgages  were  foreclosed  by  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  and  were  purchased  under  said  sale  by 
John  C.  Hulbert,  Esq.,  of  Saratoga  Springs,  who  is  now  the 
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owner  thereof.  That  said  sale  embraces  the  said  fifty  acres 
of  clay  and  peat  land.  The  foreclosure  was  commenced 
soon  after  the  1st  of  July,  1867^  and  the  premises  were  sold 
in  the  fall  of  1867. 

Ticelfth.  That  after  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  said 
premises  under  said  mortgages,  nothing  more  was  done  in 
relation  to  the  organization  of  said  corporation,  and  the  same 
was  abandoned. 

Thirteenth.  Tliat  the  said  defendant  Smith,  has  not  paid 
to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars  or  any 
part  thereof. 

Fourteenth.  That  the  $20,000  of  stock  which  by  said 
agreement  was  to  be  taken  by  the  plaintiff  and  five  thousand 
paid  thereof,  was  taken  by  the  said  William  B.  Laithe. 

Fifteenth.  That  the  brick  and  peat  company  as  proposed 
to  be  formed  by  the  parties  hereto,  was  formed  as  between 
them  and  the  said  Laithe,  and  as  regards  third  persons,  and 
the  same  became  and  was  a  coporation  drfadOy  and  was  so 
formed  as  between  the  parties  hereto ;  that  the  contingency 
upon  which  the  said  two  thousand  dollars  was  to  become 
payable,  had  happened  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action. 

CaneJusians  ofLavo. — ^I  find  as  a  conclusions  of  law  that  the 
defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  in  the 
sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
Ist  day  of  July,  1867,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum 
of  two  thousand  two  hundred  ^nd  fifty-three  dollars  and 
ninety-one  cents.  That  the  same  is  due  and  was  due  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action.  I  therefore, 
direct  judgment  to  be  entered  in  favor  of  said  plaintiff  and 
against  the  said  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
two  hundred  and  fifty-three  dollars  and  ninety-one  cents^ 
together  with  costs  and  disbursements  to  be  adjusted. 

J.  C.  HuLBERT, /or  |>iatn^i^. 
J.  A.  Shoudy,  for  defendant. 
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By  the  courts  Pottee  J. — ^If  the  learned  referee  has  cor- 
rectly found  the  facts  in  this  case^  I  have  found  myself 
entirely  unable  to  sustain  his  conclusion  of  law,  that  the 
defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $2,000, 
with  interest  from  the  1st  day  of  July,  1867.  He  finds 
that  an  oral  agreement  between  the  parties,  that  this  sum 
of  $2,000  was  to  become  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  when  the  brick  and  peat  company,  (which  the 
said  parties  then  in  April,  1867,  proposed  to  form,)  should 
be  organized,  and  in  the  same  paragraph,  he  also  finds,  that 
when  the  said  company  was  organized,  the  plaintiff  was  to 
take  one  fourth  of  the  stock,  over  and  above  the  working 
capital,  and  over  and  above  the  amount  that  was  to  be 
received  in  part  payment  of  the  farm,  and  to  pay  the 
defendant  therefor,  the  sum  of  $5,000.  By  this  finding, 
these  two  sums  of  money  to  wit  $2,000  from  defendant  to  \ 

plaintiff,  and  $5,000  from  plaintiff  to  defendant,  became  due 
at  the  same  identical  period  of  time.  It  is  the  simplest 
logic  that  proves,  that  if  at  a  given  period  the  plaintiff 
became  liable  to  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
that  the  latter  could  not  at  that  monent  be  legally  indebted 
to  the  former,  but  the  reverse.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
fourteenth  finding  of  fact,  that  the  plaintiff^s  portion  of 
stock  and  the  money  to  be  paid  therefor,  was  assumed  to 
be  paid  by  William  B.  Laithe,  that  releases  the  plaintiff 
from  his  liability  to  the  defendant.  No  fact  is  anywhere 
found  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  any  release  of  the  plain- 
tiff or  change  of  liability  of  the  plaintiff  to  him ;  the  only 
legal  inference  is,  that  the  defendant  consented,  that  Laithe 
should  own  and  pay  plaintiff  for  such  stock,  and  what  is 
more  inexplicable  still  to  my  mind,  is,  that  these  two  cross 
liabilities  af  the  parties  can  be  created  by  the  same  oral 
agreement,  relate  to  the  same  transaction,  and  equally 
depend  upon  the  consummation  of  an  enterprise  for  their 
existence  as  liabilities,  from  the  one  to  the  other  and  upon 
the  same  moment  of  time,  to  wit,  upon  the  organizatjoa 
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of  an  incorporation  to  be  called,  *'  The  Saratoga  Brick  and 
Peat  Company/'  and  yet  the  one  party  be  held  liable,  and 
the  other  not. 

If  this  company  was  organized,  as  is  found  by  the  learned 
referee,  in  his  fifteenth  finding  of  fact,  but  which  I  think, 
is  a  question  of  law,  then  the  defendant  was  not  on  that 
day  indebted  to  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  equally  clear,  that  by  the  theory  of  the  case,  if  the 
incorporation  had  not  been,  and  was  not  formed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  then,  the  period  of  the 
defendants  indebtedness  had  not  arrived  according  to  the 
finding  of  facts  by  the  referee.  As  I  think,  the  organization 
of  this  company  or  the  forming  of  an  incorporation,  is  a 
question  of  law,  it  may  be  well  to  examine  that  question. 
The  ihings  performed  by  the  parties,  in  order  to  constitute 
an  organization,  are  matters  of  fact;  whether  the  per- 
formance of  those  things  constitute  an  organization,  is  a 
question  of  law.  These  are  not  changed  in  character  by 
their  classification,  as  facts,  or  law,  in  the  findings.  The 
referee,  I  think,  correctly  interprets  the  meaning  and  intent 
of  the  parties  in  their  agreement,  that  by  the  organizing,  or 
forming  this  company,  they  intended  to  create  a  corporation ; 
and  this,  he  holds,  was  the  contingency  upon  which,  the 
$2,000  became  due.  As  the  formation  of  this  body  cor 
porate,  was  not  directly  a  legislative  act,  it  could  only 
become  a  corporation  by  a  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  general  act,  which  authorizes  their  organization. 
{Chap.,  40,  Laws  of  1848).  Under  this  act,  three  or  more 
persons  may  make,  sign  and  acknowledge,  before  a  proper 
officer,  and  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in 
which  the  business  of  the  company  shall  be  carried  on,  and 
a  duplicate  thereof  with  the  secretary  of  state,  a  certificate 
in  writing,  in  which  shall  be  stated,  the  corporate  name  of 
the  company,  and  the  objects  for  which  the  company  shall 
be  formed  &c.  It  is  found  by  the  referee  as  a  fact,  that  no 
certificate  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk,  of  Saratoga 
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county,  and  no  duplicate  was  ever  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  state.  How  then,  did  they  become  a  corpora- 
tion, and  when  f  How  did  they  become  such  a  corporation 
as  by  their  agreement  they  intended  t  The  second  section 
of  this  statute  forbids  all  inferences  or  conclusionSj  to  be 
drawn  from  other  acts  of  the  parties  as  to  this,  by  declaring 
hoWj  and  when^  they  can  become  a  corporation,  viz,  "  When 
the  certificate  shall  have  been  JUed  as  aforesaid,  the  persons 
toho  shall  have  signed  and  achnotpledged  such  certificate,  and 
their  successors,  shall  be  a  body  politic  and  corporate,  &c.^ 
There  is  no  statute,  and  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any 
common  law,  that  authorizes,  or  allows,  of  any  other  iimej 
when  a  corporation  has  been  or  can  be  formed  under  this 
general  law,  than  that  of  the  time  of  filing  the  certificate 
and  its  duplicate  as  aforesaid.  When  a  statue,  which  grants 
power,  or  authority,  expresly  fixes,  limits  or  declares,  the 
time  when  such  authority  shall  be  exercised,  or  begins,  all 
other  time  is  excluded. 

The  statute  nowhere  makes  a  meeting  of  the  individuals 
who  intend  to  constitute  themselves  the  corporators,  or 
any  resolutions  by-laws,  choice  of  officers,  or  other  formalities 
prior  to  the  filing  of  such  certificates,  the  creation  of  or  the 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  corporation.  They  are  not 
mentioned  as  having  anjrthing  to  do  with  its  creation,  nor 
do  I  know  of  any  adjudication  of  any  court  to  that  efiect. 
However,  necessary  or  convenient,  all  these  proceedings 
may  be,  to  secure  due  organized  action  of  its  members, 
whether  made  before  or  after  the  incorporation  itself,  it 
confers  no  corporate  power ;  no  legal  right  to  act.  '  The 
preparation  of  books  and  by-laws,  and  the  writing  out  of 
their  proceedings  therein  before  preparing  their  articles,  is 
very  good  evidence  of  intent  of  parties  in  future  to  create 
a  corporation,  but  is  not  made  legal  evidence  of  corporate 
power.  They  have  still  no  legal  existence,  and  no  bill  could 
be  filed  to  dissolve  them.  The  referee  finds,  that  this 
action  of  the  parties,  was  the  formation  of  a  corporation 
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defactOy  as  to  third  parties,  and  it  was  so  formed  as  between 
the  parties  to  this  action.  This  finding  was  unnecessary 
and  immaterial  so  far  as  relates  to  third  persons ;  no  such 
persons  are  concerned  in  the  case^  and  such  a  finding,  as 
between  the  parties,  whom  the  law  presumes,  knew  it  was 
not  true,  was  error.  These  parties  are  presumed  to  know 
the  law,  each  party  as  well  as  the  other  hnew^  that  no  legal 
corporation  had  been  formed.  Each  had  a  claim  against 
the  other,  contingent,  and  to  become  due  upon  the  forma- 
tion of  this  corporation,  which  means  a  legal  corporation. 
Each  is  presumed  to  know  what  requisites  the  law  demanded, 
to  create  a  corporation ;  each  could  make  his  demand  against 
the  other  mature  and  due  only,  by  a  creation,  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

The  only  agreement  or  promise  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  this 
$2,000,  by  the  proofs,  was  conditional;  the  plaintiff  could 
only  recover  by  showing  that  condition  to  have  been  per- 
formed. The  plaintiff,  on  his  part,  neither  proceeded  to 
secure  such  compliance  with  the  law,  nor  made  a  demand 
of  the  defendant  to  make  such  compliance ;  and,  of  course, 
was  met  with  no  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  act  in  the 
matter.  His  demand  was  not,  therefore,,  due  when  he  com- 
menced his  action;  the  period  had  not  arrived  whefij  by  his 
agreement,  it  was  to  become  due;  he  has  not  even  put  the 
defendant  in  default  by  showing  a  demand,  and  a  refusal  on 
his  part  to  perfect  the  organization  by  which  it  was  to 
become  due.  It  was  as  much  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff,  as 
of  the  defendant  to  see  that  the  organization  and  act  of 
incorporation  was  perfected;  indeed  he  was  most  in  fault. 
When  the  articles  for  an  incorporation  had  been  prepared 
by  the  defendant,  an^  signed  and  acknowledged  by- the 
intended  corporators  on  the  day  of  their  execution,  they 
were  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  this  appears 
from  the  plaintiff's  own  evidence.  Instead  of  filing  them 
with  the  clerk  of  the  county  and  making  and  filing  a  dupli- 
cate with  the  secretary  of  state,  as  the  statute  required^  he 
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kept  it,  and  sent  it  to  Wm.  Laithe,  at  Albany,  who  did  not 
receive  it  till  the  20th  July,  and  who  then  held  it  until 
after  this  action  was  commenced,  which  was  on  the  27th  of 
November,  and  he  then  sent  it  to  plaintiff's  attorney.  This 
Wm.  Laithe  is  the  party  to  the  articles  whom  the  referee 
finds  was  to  take  the  plaintiff's  stock,  as  a  part  of  the 
arrangement.  It  may,  or  may  not,  be  significant  of  design 
on  the  part  of  Wm.  Laithe,  who  the  referee  finds  was  a 
party  to  the  agreement,  and  who  was  to  take  and  pay  the 
plaintifi  $5,000  for  his  stock  when  the  corporation  was 
formed,  that  he  should  delay  its  formation.  His  retaining 
the  articles  for  so  long  a  time  without  filing  them,  and  after- 
wards sending  them  to  the  plaintifi^'s  attorney,  is  certainly 
not  chargeable  to  the  defendant  as  a  fault.  It  is  very  clear 
from  the  whole  case,  that  the  whole  negotiation  of  the 
parties,  and  their  understandings  and  agreements  of  liability 
to  each  other,  was  to  depend  upon  the  organization,  incor- 
poration, and  success  of  a  stock  company  for  the  manufac- 
ture of  brick  ^uid  preparation  of  peat,  and  that  the  failure 
and  abandonment  by  the  parties  of  that  enterprise,  carries 
with  it  the  basis  upon  which  the  agreements  to  pay  were 
made.  If  this  is  so,  it  is  unjust  that  one  of  the  parties 
should  bear  all  the  burdens  of  ^he  failure.  It  is  true,  the 
defendant  entered  into  possession  of  the  farm;  it  is  also  true 
that  he  paid  the  plaintiff  $1,000  of  its  consideration,  and 
S300  of  interest  on  the  mortgages.  The  plaintiff  entered 
into  the  possession  of  a  part  of  the  consideration  money. 
The  defendant's  possession  of  the  peat  and  clay  land  was  as 
trustee  for  the  future  corporation.  The  defendant's  posses- 
sion of  the  remainder  of  the  farm  was  subject  to  mortgages 
which  all  the  parties  knew  endangered  their  future  suc- 
cess, for  they  covered  the  peat  lands  also.  Each  of  the 
parties,  therefore,  were  bound  to  see  the  mortgages  pro- 
vided against. 

The  case  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  corporations, 
or  persons  acting  and  holding  themselves  out  to  be  such, 
Voii.  XXXVni.  22 
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are  iestopped  from  denying  their  legal  incorporation  to 
third  persons  and  to  parties  who  have  been  induced  to  give 
credit  to  their  representations^  are  not  controverted.  The 
proposition  is  sound,  but  has  no  application  to  tliis  case. 
There  was  no  holding  out  here^  but  among  parties  them- 
selves,  all  equally  well  informed  as  to  their  legal  rights; 
nobody  was  misled  or  deceived.  What,  then,  was  the 
intent  of  the  parties  by  their  agreement?  Whose  obliga- 
tions were  to  become  payable  and  mature  upon  the  organi- 
zation of  the  corporation?  Was  it  to  be  redly  and  a  legal 
corporation,  or  a  mere  bogus  and  sham  organization  f  The 
subsequent  action  of  the  parties,  as  found  by  the  referee, 
shows  that  the  acts  performed  were  not  of  what  the  law 
required  to  create  a  corporation.  The  articles  were  drai^n 
up  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1848,  in  relation  to 
the  formation  of  corporations  for  manufacturing,  mechanical 
and  chemical  purposes,  for  organizing  a  brick  and  peat 
company.  It  is  clear  then,  that  the  parties  contracted 
with  reference  to  a  reed  corporation ;  such  as  the  statute 
authorizes  ;  and  to  no  other.  I  think  the  learned  referee  is 
also,  mistaken  as  to  there  being  a  defacto  corporation 
created.  In  no  one  of  the  cases  cited,  has  there  been  the 
omission  to  file  certificates  oi  some  kind,  and  of  user  on  the 
part  of  the  corporators  under  it.  In  such  cases,  where  there 
has  been  user^  defects  in  organization  does  not  relieve  them 
from  liability  as  to  third  persons,  and  to  others  who  have 
given  credit.  They  are  then  a  corporation  defacto ;  but  as 
between  themselves,  all  equally  responsible  for  vitality, 
upon  the  performance  of  the  act,  which  alone  creates  their 
existence,  and  without  even  an  act  of  user,  I  think,  they 
became  a  corporation  defacto^  neither  in  fact  nor  law.  It 
appears  to  me,  it  is  not  only  without  precedent,  but  is  little 
less  than  absurd,  to  characterize  such  acts,  sufficient  to 
create  a  corporation,  even  defacto.  All  these  acts  transpired 
three  days  before  the  signing  of  the  articles;,  these  acts 
were  understood  by  all  the  parties,  to  be  in  contemplation 
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of  a  future  organization  of  a  corporation,  and  not  to  be  acta 
that  constituted  it  a  corporation. 

I  have  thus  far  treated  the  case,  as  adopting  the  correct- 
ness of  the  real  findings  of  fact  by  the  referee,  and  upon  the 
assumption,  that  all  the  rulings  on  the  trial,  are  without 
objection.     If  we  are  right  in  the  views  of  the  law  above 
discussed,  then  the  various  rulings  of  the  referee,  in  admit- 
ting in  evidence  the  paper  signed  by  them  as  evidence  of 
the  incorporation  in  question,  was  error.    Its  admission  was 
objected  to  on  that  ground,  and  overruled  and  exception  was 
duly  taken.     The  ninth  section  of  the  statute,  under  which 
they  proposed  to  organize,  provides  what  shall  be  evidence 
of  an  incorporation    under  that   act,  to   wit;   section  9. 
*^The  copy  of  any  certificate  of  incorporation,  ^fed  in  pur- 
suance of  this  act,  certified  by  the  county  clerk  or  his 
deputy,  to  be  a  true  copy,  and  the  whole  of  such  certificate, 
shall  be  received  in  all  courts  and   places  as  presumptive 
legal  evidence  of  the  fact  therein  stated."    No  statute  or 
common  law  rule  can  be  found  to  sustain  for  that  purpose, 
a  paper  so  inchoate  and  imperfect  as  that  allowed  in  this 
case.     By  a  well  established  common  law  rule,  the  best 
evidence  which  the  nature  of  the  case  permits,  must  be 
offered.    If  the  best  evidence  offered  fails  to  prove  the  exist- 
ence of  a  corporation,  it  should  not  be  received  and  acted 
upon,  and  the  referee  erred  again  after  the  plaintiff  rested, 
in  relying  upon  such  proof  to  establish  a  corporation,  and 
in  refusing  upon  request  to  strike  out  such  evidence. 

The  referee  having  acted  upon  this  evidence  in  his  find- 
ings, as  he  clearly  shows,  I  think  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed  for  that  reason.  Upon  the  case,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  the  burden  of  proof  being  on  the  plaintifi*,  that  he 
failed  to  make  out  his  case.  There  is  evidence  however, 
if  it  had  been  legal,  upon  which  the  referee  might  have 
found  as  he  did. 

In  such  cases,  though  the  reviewing  court  would  have 
arrived  at  a  different  conclusion,  we  could  not  reverse  upon 
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tiiat  groQDd.  The  referee  saw  the  parties  and  witnesses, 
and  could  judge  of  their  manner  of  testifying,  which 
always  canies  with  it,  its  proper  influence,  and  the  court 
will  always  hesitate  to  disturb  findings  of  fact,  where  the 
referee  is  known  to  pDssess,  as  in  this  case,  high  legal  pro- 
fessional skill  and  undoubted  integrity.  I  think,  however^ 
the  errors  both  in  tile  findings  of  fact  upon  illegal  evidence,, 
and  the  conclusions  of  law  based  thereon,  in  this  case^ 
demand  a  rerersal  of  the  judgment. 
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The  United  States  oonrt  in  bankrnptoy  lias  no  Jniudiotion  or  power,  to  interfere 
with  or  to  arrest  (he  prooe^ings  of  a  state  eonrt,  in  the  ordinary  and  legitimate 
administration  of  jostice. 

Conseqoently,  in  an  action  in  the  state  eonrt  between  partners,  for  a  dissolntion  of 
the  oopartnership  and  for  the  winding  op  of  the  bnainees  of  the  firm,  Slo,,  in  which 
an  injunction  is  granted  and  a  receiver  appointed,  who  has  taken  possession  of 
the  partnership  property,  an  eutignee  in  homhrwptey  prooetdiiangt^  commenced  snbse- 
qnently  against  the  same  parties  in  the  United  States  district  court,  has  no  right 
to  demand  of  the  receiver  possession  and  control  of  the  property  in  charge  of  the 
latter ;  and  where  this  is  done  by  the  assignee,  he  will  be  deemed  in  eotdemipi  by 
the  state  court. 


Special  Term^  Fehruary^  1870. 

The  motion  is  to  punish  the  respondent,  John  S.  Beecher, 
for  contempt  of  court,  in  violatieg  an  order  of  injunction, 
and  in  disturbing  the  possession  of  a  receiver  appointed  hj 
order  of  this  court. 

Roger  A.  Pbtob  and  James  F.  MobgaV;  counsel  for 

motion. 
Mb.  Bangs,  opposed. 

McCuNK,  J. — The  respondent  admits  the  facts  constitut- 
ing the  contempt,  but  urges,  in  justification,  an  alleged 
authority  as  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  to  demand  and  receive 
possession  of  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  of 
this  court. 

Thus,  the  single  question  before  me  is  the  sufficiency  of 
the  justificfltion  presented  by  the  respondent,  and  the  deci- 
sion of  that  question  turns  on  the  authority  of  the  federal 
court  in  bankruptcy  to  interfere  with  or  to  arrest  the  pro- 
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ceedings  of  a  state  court  in  the  ordinary  and  legitimate 
administration  of  justice. 

The  action  in  this  court  was  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in 
equity,  brought  by  one  partner  against  another  on  the  dis- 
solution of  the  copartnership,  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
the  copartnership^  Paying  the  creditors^  and  adjusting  the 
reciprocal  rights  and  equities  of  the  copartners.  That 
action  is  progressing  in  an  orderly  course  of  development 
towards  a  final  judgment,  wherein  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  several  creditors,  as  well  as  of  the  partners  interse$€y 
will  be  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  protected  upon  the  prin- 
ciples of  equity  applicable  in  analogous  cases. 

In  aid  of  the  ultimate  relief  an  injunction  was  granted 
and  a  receiver  appointed,  with  a  view  to  the  piotection  of 
the  copartnership  property  pendente  lite. 

The  action  was  commenced  on  the  19th  day  of  November, 
1869;  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  1869,  a  receiver  of  the 
copartnership  property  was  appointed;  on  the  said  19th  of 
November  the  receiver  executed  and  filed  the  requisite  bond ; 
on  the  said  19th  of  November  the  receiver  took  possession 
of  the  copartnership  property,  and  has  remained  in  posses- 
sion to  the  present  moment. 

The  regularity  and  validity  of  these  proceedings,  in  this 
court,  are  not  to  be  impeached  by  any  federal  tribunal 
( Uj  S.  Constitution^  art.  IV.  ^  1 ;  ex  parte  Bums,  7  Law  Beg.j 
105 ;  Atkinson  agt.  Purdy,  Crabhe,  651 ;  United  States  agt. 
Howlandj  4  WheaUm,  115;    10  Wheatony  25). 

The  instant  the  receiver  took  possession,  the  copartner- 
ship property  passed  into  the  custody  and  contttA  of  this 
court,  of  which  he  was  the  officer.  His  possession  is  the 
possession  of  the  court. 

So  by  virtue  of  the  order  of  this  court  appointing  the 
receiver,  and  the  filing  his  bond  in  pursuance  of  that  order, 
the  receiver  was  vested  with  the  legal  title  to  all  the  copart- 
nership property;  that  property,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
is  no  longer  the  property  of  the  copartnership,  and  their 
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only  interest  in  it  is  an  equitable  right  to  whatever  surplus 
may  remain  after  satisfaction  of  the  Xsopartnership's  creditors. 
On  the  11th  of  December,  1869,  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy were  commenced  against  the  copartnership  of 
Binninger  &  Clark;  on  the  22d  of  Decembea,  1869,  they 
were  adjudicated  bankrupts;  and  afterwards,  on  the  —  day 

of J  John  S.  Beecher  was  appointed  assignee. 

Afterwards,  on  the  —  day  of  January,  1870,  the  said 
assignee  demanded  of  the  said  receiver  the  possession  of  the 
property  of  the  .said  copartnership,  which  possession  the 
receiver  refused  to  surrender  or  deliver  to  the  assignee. 

Recognizing  and  respecting  the  legitimate  powers  of  the 
district  court,  I  nevertheless  contest  the  authority  of  that 
honorable  court  to  oust  the  already  attached  jurisdiction  of 
the  superior  court,  and  to  compel  the  surrender,  by  its 
officer,  of  property  duly  and  lawfully  in  its  custody,  and 
which  is  now  in  course  of  judicial  administration. 

That  court,  as  a  court  of  bankruptcy,  is  the  creature  of 
statute,  and  has  no  power  beyond  that  expressly  conferred 
upon  it  {ex  parte  Hugh  Campbell,  7  Am.  Late  Reg.j  100). 

Antecedently  to  and  independently  of  the  bankrupt  act 
of  March  2d,  1867,  that  court  had  no  authority  to  enjoin 
parties  or  proceedings  in  a  state  court,  nor  otherwise  in  any 
way  to  interfere  with  its  process  or  proceedings  {Act  of 
March  2, 1793;  KenVs  Com.,  412;  3  Stori/s  Com.,  621-626). 
No  such  authority  is  conferred  by  the  bankrupt  act  of 
March  2d,  1867,  neither  in  terms  nor  by  implication  {ex 
parte  CampbeU,  supra ;  Clark  agt.  Rist,  3  McLean,  494 ; 
Matter  of  Bums,  7  Am.,  Law  Meg.,  105 ;  Atkinson  agt. 
Furdy,  Crabhe,  667). 

The  bankrupt  act  expressly  reserves  and  preserves  intact 
all  liens  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy,  {Sec.  14  Bankrupt  Act,  1867 ;  Clarke  agt. 
Mist,  supra]  ex  parte,  Donaldson,  16  Am.j  Law  Beg.,  213/ 
Matter  of  Allen,  1  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.,  116;  Be  Houseberger 
:ri:t,  Zibrtien,  2  Bank.  Beg,,  33.) 
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Upon  familiar  principles^  each  partner  has  a  specific  lien 
on  the  copartnership  pit^perty,  for  the  satisfaction  of  the 
copartnership  debts,  and  for  the  payment  of  any  surplus 
that  may  remain  to  him  after  the  adjustment  of  the  rights 
and  equities  between  themselves ;  and  the  object  of  a  suit 
in  equity  between  patners — ^particularly  of  the  action  in  the 
superior  court,  is  to  enforce  and  effectuate  that  lien, 
{Lindley  on  Partn.,  577,  et  seq). 

The  intent  and  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law  of  1867,  is  to 
insure  an  equitable  appropriation  of  the  debtor's  property 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of  creditors ;  hence,  the 
only  transfers  and  assignments  which  it  denounces  and 
invalidates,  are  transfers  and  assignments  m  preference  or 
in  fraud  of  creditors  {sec.  39).  Nothing  in  the  bankrupt 
act  distinguishes  and  declares  the  district  court  the  only 
forum  where  a  just  and  equitable  distribution  of  the 
debtor's  property  can  be  consummated ;  and  the  jurisdiction 
of  other  tiibunals  of  competent  authority,  except  in  admin- 
istration of  bankruptcy,  is  neither  expressly  nor  impliedly 
excluded. 

When  this  court  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  copartner- 
ship, no  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  had  been  instituted,  and 
there  was  then  no  pretense  of  claim  for  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  district  court. 

The  amity  subsisting  between  the  tribunals  of  kindred 
and  associated  governments,  forbids  the  suggestion  in  the 
district  court  that  the  action  in  this,  the  superior  court,  can 
terminate  otherwise  than  in  an  equitable  administration  of 
the  copartnership  effects;  nor  can  it  be  contended  for  a 
moment  that  the  commencement  of  an  action  in  a  state 
court,  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  nor  is  it  obnoxious  to  the 
provisions  or  policy  of  bankruptcy  law. 

The  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  dis- 
trict court,  in  administering  the  afiairs  of  dissolved  or 
insolvent  copartnerships,  proceeds  upon  the  same  principle? 
aud  with  an  equal  solicitude  to  protect  the  right*  of  credi 
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tors  ;  hence,  there  is  do  occasion,  with  a  view  to  justice  or 
equity,  why  the  district  court  should  attempt  to  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court 

My  position  is  grounded  as  well  upon  authority  as  reason. 
In  the  cases  cited  below — all  federal  adjudications — ^the 
power  and  jurisdiction  claimed  for  the  district  court  were, 
in  some  instances,  impliedly,  and  in  others,  most  expressly 
and  distinctly  disclaimed  and  repudiated  by  the  very  tribu- 
nals in  whose  favor  these  anomalous  pretentions  were 
assserted.  {Sedgwick^  Assignee^  agt.  Minck^  et  al.,  1  Bank- 
rupt' Eeg.y  204 ;  Sedgunek^  Assignee^  agt.  Place  et  al.^  1 
Bankrupt  Reg.,  204;  in  the  matter  cf  Hugh  Camphelly  7 
Am.  LoAJO  Beg.y  100 ;  in  re  BumSj  7  Am.  Law  Beg.j  105  ; 
Hawkin^s  Appeal  and  Am.  Law  Beg.y  205 ;  S.  C,  2  Bank- 
rupt Beg.y  122 ;  Taylor  agt.  Ganyl,  20  How.,  U.  S.y 
584;  ex  parte  Allen,  1  N.  F.,  Legal  Obs.^  115  ;  Ch/rke  agt. 
Bist^  3  McLean^  494 ;  Sulivan  agt.  HieskeUy  Crahbe^  525 ; 
ex  parte  Dudley,  1  Penn.  L.  J.y  302,  323 ;  Atkinson  agt. 
Purdy,  Crabbe,  557 ;  ex  parte  Donaldson,  16  Am.  Law  Beg.j 
213 ;  in  the  matter  of  Smithy  1  Bankrupt  Beg.,  169  ;  in  re 
Miles  W.  Hill,  2  Bankrupt  Beg.,  53  j  Langley  agt.  Penny,. 
8  Am.  Law  Beg.,  428  ;  Farrin  agt.  Crawford,  2  Bankrupt 
Beg,,  181 ;  in  re  Marks,  2  Bankrupt  Beg.,  175 ;  re  Hadeton, 
2  Bankrupt  Beg.,  12;  4  Cranch,  179 ;  7  How.  U.  S.,  612, 
625). 

Let  us  see  what  some  of  the  most  learned  and  eminent 
members  of  our  federal  courts  say  upon  this  subject.  In 
1868,  Judge  McCandless,  of  the  western  district  of  Penn- 
sylvania, says,  in  the  matter  of  Hugh  Campbell,  a  bankrupt, 
cited  above,  (that  was  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction 
against  the  sheriff,  and  which  was  granted) :  ^^  Have  we 
the  right  to  interfere  with  the  court  of  a  state  in  the  legiti- 
mate exercise  of  its  functions  f  After  much  reflection,  I 
am  satisfied  we  have  not,  nor  with  the  actors  or  parties 
litigating  before  them.''  After  citing  some  portions  of  the 
bankrupt  law,  whereby  those  without  legal  acumen  migM 
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be  led  to  think  some  power  was  granted  to  interfere  with 
state  courts  and  their  proceedings,  he  says,  ^^  staring  them 
in  the  face  was  the  act  of  the  2d  of  March,  1793. 
Section  five  expressly  declaring,  **nor  shall  a  writ  of  injunc- 
tion be  granted  to  stay  proceedings  in  any  court  of  a  state ;" 
and  Judge  McCandless,  in  the  same  case  expressly  holds 
'^  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  bankrupt  law  to  repeal  this 
statute ;"  and  the  authority  conferred  by  the  fortieth  section 
of  the  act  to  protect  the  debtor's  property,  was  not  intended 
to  refer  to  the  courts  of  a  state  nor  to  its  officers.  ^^It  does 
not  refer  to  the  courts  of  a  state,  or  to  their  executive 
officers.''  It  was  not  designed  to  arrest  the  whole  macl^inery 
of  another  and  independent  forum,  which  is  exercising  its 
best  efibrts  to  marshal  the  assets  of  the  debtor,  and  after 
discharging  the  legitimate  liens  to  which  they  are  subject, 
reserving  the  residue  as  a  fund  in  bankruptcy  ;"  and  I  hold 
that  there  could  not  be  language  more  in  point  to  the  case 
at  bar  than  this  language.  Again,  he  says:  ^' When  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court,  and  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  prose- 
cute his  suit  in  it  have  once  attached,  that  right -cannot  be 
arrested  or  taken  away  by  proceedings  in  another  court ; 
thesR  rules  have  their  foundation,  not  merely  in  comity  but 
in  necessity."  Again,  he  says:  *•  neither  can  one  take  prop- 
erty from  the  custody  of  the  other  by  replevin  or  other 
process,  for  this  would  produce  a  conflict  of  jurisdiction 
extremely  embarrassing  in  the  administration  of  justice."  * 
•  •  Hence,  he  says :  "  That  the  United  States  court  has 
no  supremacy  or  power  by  injunction  over  the  state  courts," 
and  he  holds  "  that  there  is  no  power  in  the  bankrupt  law, 
limiting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts,  nor  does  it  confer 
any  power  on  the  bankrupt  court  to  supersede  their  jurisdic- 
tion or  wrest  property  from  the  ctistody  of  their  officers  ;  on 
the  contrary,  he  says,  *'  in  other  words,  as  to  the  estate  or 
property  of  the  bankrupt,  the  assignee  is  only  subrogated  to 
all  his  rights  and  responsibilities.  The  act  (bankrupt  act,) 
sends  the  assignee  to  the  state  courts,  and  admits  its  power 
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over  him.  It  confers  no  authority  on  this  court  (the  United 
States  court,)  to  restrain  proceedings  therein  by  injunction 
or  other  process^  much  less  to  take  property  out  of  its 
custody  or  possession  with  a  strong  hand  ;''  and  he  finally 
concludes  by  saying  that  we  shall^  therefore,  be  compelled 
to  dissolve  this  and  all  other  injunctions  in  similar  canes. 
Mr.  Justice  Grier  fully  concurring  in  the  above  views. 
Mr.  Justice  McCandless  holds  even  stronger  language  in 
the  case  of  William  BumSj  a  bankrupt,  and  reported  in  the 
same  volume.  There  he  holds  that  if  the  lien  upon  the 
property  is  fraudulent,  or  void,  its  validity  must  be  tested 
in  th^  state  court.  So  in  the  case  of  Atkinson  agt.  Furdy 
{Crahbe  566,)  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States,  holds  that  the  true  and  proper  remedy  for 
the  assignee  is  in  the  state  court,  where  there  is  a  controversy 
about  the  insolvent's  property ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Leaviti', 
of  the  same  court,  held,  in  the  case  of  Clarke^  assignee, 
agt.  Bist,  cited  above,  ''  that  the  equitable  interests  of  the 
bankrupt  in  the  property  in  question  did  not  pass  or  rest  in 
the  assignee,  and  that  the  United  States  court  had  no  power 
to  withdraw  the  interests  of  property  from  final  disposition 
of  the  state  court.'^  In  finally  disposing  of  that  case  the 
learned  Judge  said :  '^  When  a  state  tribunal  has  taken 
jurisdiction  of  a  case,  though  Saving  connection  with  an* 
estate  in  bankruptcy,  it  affords  no  sufficient  reason  for  its 
withdrawal  from  that  jurisdiction  that  a  federal  court 
might  take  congnizance  over  it ;  and  it  is  proper  that  the 
federal  courts  should  cautiously  abstain  from  the  unneces- 
sary exertion  of  powers  which  may  bring  them  into  con- 
flict with  the  state  courts.''  For,  as  he  properly  observes, 
^^  nothing  can  tend  to  the  more  serious  disturbance  of  the 
harmonious  action  of  the  state  and  federal  authorities  than 
such  conflicts." 

In  conclusion,  I  am  obliged  to  adjudge  the  respondent 
guilty  of  a  technical  contempt  of  court ;  but  in  considera- 
tion that  he  disavows  any   intentional   disrespect  of   our 
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authority,  and  protests  his  conduct  was  controlled  by  the 
advice  of  counsel,  I  will  dismiss  him  witli  only  a  nominal 
puniishment.  So  much  suffices  for  the  vindication  of  ouf 
authority.  I  trust  the  respondent  will  spare  us  the  necessity 
of  any  more  severe  assertion  of  that  authoritf. 
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Eluah  Jones  agt.  Billings  T.  Cask. 
Same  agt.  Same. 


An  oftitr  made  at  the  oircidt»  before  trial,  that  "  the  defendant  pay  foithwith  tt^ 
amount  demanded  in  the  complaint  and  the  ooatB  of  the  action  to  be  taxed ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  ahonld  not  move  hia  action  for  trial,  nnleas  the  defendant  fiuled 
to  pay  forthwith  aoch  damages  and  coats,"  it  appetUdbU, 

Where  a  defendant  inaistB  apon  a  defense,  nntil  his  eanse  is  called  and  moved  for 
trial  by  the  other  party,  he  cannot  then  put  an  end  to  the  action  by  payment, 
without  being  liable  to  pay  a  trial  fee  if  the  plaintiff  insists  upon  iL 
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PtesetUj  Johnson,  J.  C.  Smith  and  Dwioht,  Justices. 

The  two  causes  were  reached  Iq  a  regular  call  of  the 
calendar,  and  moved  for  trial  hj  the  plaintiff;  the  defendant 
tiiereupon  moved^  that  the  plaintiff  be  restrained  from  pro- 
ceeding to  trial  and  judgment^  alleging  that  he  was  then 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  amount  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  wished  to  avoid  paying  a  trial  fee.  The  plaintiff 
opposed  the  motion^  and  insisted  upon  his  right  to  go  to 
trial,  and  to  have  his  trial  fee,  at  that  stage  of  the  actions. 

The  court  granted  the  motion  and  made  an  order  which 
was  duly  entered,  that  the  defendant  should  pay  forthwith, 
the  amount  demanded  in  the  complaints,  respectively,  and 
the  costs  of  the  actions  to  be  taxed,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
should  not  move  his  actions  for  trial,  unless  the  defendant 
foiled  to  pay  forthwith  such  damages  and  costs.  From 
these  orders  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term. 
The  defendant  made  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeals  and 
this  motion  and  the  appeal  from  the  orders  were  heard 
together. 

It  appeared  from  the  moving  and  opposing  aflBidavits  on 
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this  motidn,  that  after  the  order  was  made^  the  court  pro- 
ceeded and  took  up  other  causes  later  on  the  calendar. 
The  defendant  then  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  to  take  his 
promissory  note,  and  give  him  further  time,  which  the  plain- 
tiff refused  to  do ;  no  money  was  paid,  or  offered,  or  showed 
to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  by  the  defendant,  but  after 
the  refusal  of  the  plaintiff  to  take  his  note,  the  defendant 
delivered  to,  and  left  with  the  county  clerk,  then  in  court, 
and  clerk  there,  the  check  of  a  .third  person  upon  a  bank 
in  Canandaigua  where  the  circuit  was  being  held,  for  the 
amount  of  the  damages  demanded  in  the  complaints.  The 
plaintiff  did  not  have  his  costs  taxed,  and  made  no  demand, 
for  the  damages  and  costs,  and  declined  to  take  the  bank 
check  from  the  clerk.  The  causes  were  not  reached  again 
on  the  calendar  until  the  following  Friday,  at  which  time 
the  plaintiff  had  gone  home  with  his  witnesses,  and  his 
attorney  was  in  no  situation  to  move  the  causes,  and  they 
went  over.  The  actions  had  both  been  pending  about  a 
year,  and  bad  been  on  the  calendar  at  two  previous  circuits. 

J.  Callisteb,  for  plaintiffs 
E.  Qc.  Lapham  for  defendants 

By  the  Courts  Johnson,  J. — The  orders  appealed  from 
not  only  afiect^d  a  substantial  right,  but  they  were 
designed  and  intended  to  determine  the  actions,  and  prevent 
a  judgment.  They  are,  therefore,  clearly  appealable.  It  is 
the  clear  legal  right  of  a  plaintifi  when  his  cause  is  reached 
upon  the  regular  call  of  the  calendai,  to  move  it  for  trial, 
and  to  proceed  to  trial  and  judgment,  unless  some  reason  is 
shown  for  postponing  the  trial  to  a  future  time.  The 
defendant  here  did  not  wish  to  postpone.  He  had  no 
defense  and  did  pot  want  any  trial  at  all,  all  he  asked  for 
was  to  stop  the  trial  and  not  allow  the  plaintiff  to  have  any 
trial,  or  judgment,  and  this  was  what  was  granted  by  the 
order,  a  conditional  order  was  made  as  a  substitute  for  the 
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judgment,  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  the  defendant 
having  no  defense.  The  plaintiff  could  not  enforce  the 
order,  and  could  not  be  required  to  accept  it  as  a  substitute 
for  a  judgment.  The  object  of  the  defendant  appears  to 
have  been  to  get  rid  of  the  trial  fee  in  the  actions.  But  wc 
are  clearly  of  the  opinion,  that  if  he  had  paid  according  to 
the  order,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  his  trial 
fee. 

When  a  defendant  insists  upon  a  defence  until  his  cause 
is  called,  and  moved  for  trial,  by  the  other  party,  he  can- 
not then  put  an  end  to  the  action  by  payment,  without 
being  liable  to  pay  a  trial  fee,  if  the  plaintiff  insists  upon  it; 
a  different  rule  would  encourage  sham  defenses  to  postpone 
the  payment  of  just  debts.  A  defendant  by  such  a  course, 
puts  a  plaintiff  to  all  the  trouble  and  expense  of  a  trial, 
and  should  be  required  to  pay  the  trial  fee.  Moving  the 
case  for  trial,  under  such  circumstances,  is  equivalent  to  a 
trial.  It  is  part  of  the  trial  of  every  cause  tried.  The  dis- 
continuance of  the  action  by  a  plaintiff,  after  the  cause  has 
been  called  and  moved  for  tri^  by  a  defendant,  would 
clearly  entitle  the  latter  to  charge  a  trial  fee  as  part  of  his 
costs.  {Pomeroy  agt.  Huliny  7  How.y  163 ;  per  Allen  J. 
MofcU  agt.  Fordy  14  Barb.^  577).  The  motion  to  dismiss 
the  appeal  must  therefore  be  denied,  and  the  order  appealed 
trom,  reversed;  with  costs  of  the  appeal. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

William    Brown,    appellant,    agt.  Louisa   M.    Cherry, 

«     respondent 

« 

Where  the  grantee  of  lands  holds  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises,  and  there  is  notli- 
ing  in  the  conveyance  to  him  which  wonld  give  notice  to  any  one  that  he  holds  it 
only  in  tnut  for  another,  there  can  be  no  donbt  that  a  foreclosnre  and  sale  by 
advertisement,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  of  a  mortgage,  given  by  him  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  oestiU  que  truetj  wonld  vest  in  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
under  the  foreclosure  sale,  without  notice  of  the  trust,  a  title  which  would  cat  off 
the  equity  of  the  cetlui  que  tnut  although  no  notice  of  the  nrooeedings  were  served 
on  him. 

But  the  trustee  in  such  case  would  be  liable  to  the  eettni  qw  tnut  for  the  Ices  he 
sustained  by  his  wrongftil  act  in  mortgaging  the  premises ;  and  it  would  be  no 
answer  to  such  alleged  liability  that  be  supposed  he  was  acting  for  the  cettui  que 
tnut  when  he  executed  the  mortgage. 

Therefore,  for  this  reason,  the  trustee  has  such  a  jwcamiaty  iaUtrttt  in  the  qnestion, 
as  wiU  authorise  him  to  bring  an  action,  in  his  own  name,  to  restrain  the  foreclo- 
sure of  such  mortgage. 

The  trustee  is  also  "a  tnutoe  of  oaa  expnu  tnut"  and  can  sue  without  joining  with 
him  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  (Code  }  113).  For  be 
not  only  held  the  legal  title  to  the  land  in  his  own  name,  for  the  benefit  of  another, 
but  the  very  mortgage  in  question  was  executed  by  him  in  his  own  name,  not  for 
his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit)  as  he  supposed,  of  his  imtui  que  tnuL 

The  Code  ( $  113)  says,  that  "  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  section,  shall  be  construed  to  include  a  person  with  whom,  or  in  whoee  name,  c 
contrttct  it  made  for  the  bene^  <(f  another.** 

It  is  error  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff's  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  eettui  que  trust 
was  not  made  a  party.  It  is  enough  that  he  was  entitled  to  commence  the  action 
alone,  or  in  conjunction  with  the  cettui  que  truit  If  he  has  a  standing  in  court  m 
either  way  upon  the  pleadings,  the  complaint  cannot  be  dismissed. 

Fifth  District^  General  Temiy  Janttartfy  1870. 

Before  Foster,  Moroan  and  Mullin,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  on  the  report  of  a  referee,  dis- 
missing the  plaintiff's  complaint. 

The  action  was  brought  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
foreclosing  a  mortgage,  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  of  which 
she  was  the  holder. 
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It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  in  1858,  one,  Mrs.  Stewart, 
was  the  owner  of  personal  property  which  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  her  by  her  husband,  before  their  marriage;  that  she 
sold  it  to  John  Langdon,  and  that  Langdon,  in  consideration 
thereof,  transferred  the  title  to  the  real  estate  in  question  to 
the  plaintiff  Brown  by  deed  absolute  in  form,  and  without 
the  then  knowledge  of  Brown,  which  deed  from  Langdon 
to  Brown  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Stewart;  she 
being  aware  that  the  conveyance  was  to  be  made  to  Brown, 
but  unaware  of  the  form  in  which  the  conveyance  was  to 
be  made. 

On  the  Ist  of  May,  1858,  Brown  executed  and  delivered 
to  Mrs.  Stewart  his  promissory  note  for  three  hundred  dol- 
lars, for  the  premises,  payable  at  ninety  days;  but  he  never 
paid  it,  and  was  never  called  upon  to  do  so.  He  never 
entered  into  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises,  and  had. 
nothing  to  do  with  the  care  or  use  of  them,  and  considered 
that  he  held  them  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Stewart. 

On  the  29th  of  December,  1857,  Brovm  executed  a  mort- 
gage on  the  premises  to  one  Chauncey  M.  Cherry,  to  secure 
the  payment  to  him  of  the  sum  of  $1 ,500  in  five  years  from 
the  13th  of  May,  1858,  with  annual  interest,  and  without 
any  bond  collateral  thereto,  or  covenant  for  the  payment  by 
him. 

At  the  time  he  executed  the  mortgage,  he  was  requested 
to  do  so  by  Mr.  Stewart,  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Stewart ;  and 
he  supposed  he  executed  it  for  the  parties  beneficially  inter- 
ested in  the  premises,  but  he  received  no  consideration  for 
the  mortgage  whatever;  and  the  proof  showed  that  Mrs. 
Stewart  did  not  authorize  the  giving  of  the  mortgage,  and 
did  not  know  of  its  execution  until  a  long  time  afterwards ; 
and  there  was  no  proof  that  there  was  any  consideration 
whatever  for  the  execution  of  it.  The  referee,  however, 
refused  to  find  ^^  That  Mrs.  Stewart-  did  not  direct  or  consent 
that  the  mortgage  be  given,  and  received  no  consideration 
whatever  therefor,  and  did  not  know  of  the  samo  until  some 
Vol*.  XXX Yin.  28 
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months  or  years  after  it  was  given  j^'  "  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  a  decision  of  the  case."  To  which  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  excepted.  It  further  appeared  that  during 
all  the  time  after  the  deed  was  executed  from  Langdon  to 
Brown^  Alpheus  Stewart^  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Stewart^  had 
the  possession  and  charge  of  the  premises.  The  referee  also 
found  ^'that  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  prosecute  the  action 
for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Caroline  Stewart^  wife  of  Alpheus 
Stewart."  But  no  such  claim  was  made  in  the  complaint, 
nor  does  it  so  appear  from  the  case,  further  than  by  the 
fadts  above  stated. 

On  the  6th  of  August,  1861,  Chauncey  W.  Chetry  assigned 
the  mortgage  to  Ira  Hopkins,  who  by  his  last  will  and  test- 
ament bequeathed  it  to  his  daughter,  the  defendant;  and 
after  his  death,  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  she  was  proceeding  to  foreclose  it  by  advertisement, 
pursuant  to  the  statute,  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  princi- 
pal and  for  the  whole  amount  of  interest  thereon,  none 
having  ever  been  demanded  or  paid. 

There  was  no  objection  taken  that  any  other  person  or 
persons  were  not  joined  with  the  plaintiff  as  parties  to  the 
action,  either  by  demurrer  or  answer. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  asked  the 
referee  to  find  and  decide:  '^Ist.  That  the  plaintiff  having 
executed  and  delivered  the  mortgage  in  question  to  Cherry, 
the  plaintiff  can  main  tarn  this  actiod'te  set  it  aside  for  want 
of  consideration,  without  joining  fch^uqxerson  having  the 
equitable  interest  in  the  lands  sodn^ctgaged.  2d.  That 
the  objection  of  non- joinder  of  said  person  as  a  party  plain- 
tiff not  having  been  taken,  either  by  demurrer  or  answer,  is 
waived." 

The  referee  refused  so  to  find.  To  which  the  plaintiffs 
counsel  duly  and  severally  excepted;  and  the  referee  dis- 
missed the  complaint  ^^  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  the  real  party  in  interest,  nor  the  trustee  of  an  express 
trust."      To   which   decision   the   plaintiff's  counsel  duly 
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excepted.    Judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendant  pursu- 
ant to  the  report^  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Hunt  &  Green,  for  appeUant^ 
Henby  Riegel,  for  respondent. 

By  the  Courty  Foster,  J. — We  must  assume  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deciding  the  questions  before  us,  not  only  as  the 
referee  has  found,  that  the  plaintiff  received  no  considera- 
tion for  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  but  also,  that  it  was 
without  consideration  to  Mrs.  Stewart.  For  if  that  would 
give  the  plaintiff  any  more  right  to  bring  this  action,  than 
if  she  did  receive  a  consideration,  it  was  the  duty  ot  the 
referee  to  find  and  declare  how  that  fact  was,  instead  of 
refusing  to  find  it,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  immaterial 

But  upon  the  supposition '  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a 
trustee  of  an  express  trust,  was  the  fact  of  such  want  of 
consideration  to  her,  immaterial. 

Upon  the  proofs  of  the  case  the  plaintiff,  although  he 
supposed  he  was  acting  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Stewart  in 
executing  the  mortgage,  executed  it  in  fact  without  her 
knowledge  or  authority,  and  without  consideration  to  her. 
He  held  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises,  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  conveyance  to  him,  which  would  give 
notice  to  any  one,  that  he  held  it  only  in  trust ;  and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  I  think,  that  a  foreclosure  against  him  by 
advertisement  pursuant  to  the  statute,  if  the  sale  were 
regular  and  completed  to  a  purchaser  for  value  without 
notice,  would  cut  off  the  equity  of  Mrs.  Stewart,  although 
no  notice  of  the  proceeding  were  served  upon  her. 

Great  injustice  would  ensue  if  parties  were  allowed  to 
hold  the  beneficial  interest  in  land  under  deeds,  to  other  per- 
sons, purporting  to  be  in  fee  simple,  against  incumbrances 
placed  upon  it  by  the  grantee  in  favor  of  persons  who  had 
no  notice  of  the  secret  trust.  And  equal  injustice,  if  upon 
the  statutory  foreclosure  of  any  mortgage  executed  by  the 
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secret  trustee  in  his  own  name,  such  trust  could  prevail 
against  a  purchaser  at  the  mortgage  sale,  in  good  faith  and 
for  valuable  consideration.  And  it  is  clear  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  that  upon  the  foreclosure  in  question^ 
no  notice  to  Mrs.  Stewart  was  necessary.  (2  B.  S.^  Uh  Ed.^ 
778,  seCy  3  sm6.,  4). 

Suppose  then  the  plaintiff  had  not  commenced  this  action  to 
restrain  the  statutory  foreclosure^  and  a  sale  of  the  premises 
regular  in  form^  had  been  made  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  and  without  notice ;  would  not  the  plaintiff* 
be  liable  to  Mrs.  Stewart  for  the  loss  she  sustained  by  his 
wrongful  mortgaging  of  the  premises  T  And  would  it  be 
any  answer  to  such  alleged  liability,  that  he  honestly  sup- 
posed he  was  acting  for  her  when  he  executed  it  f  I  think 
not,  and  that  he  had  such  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion^ for  that  reason^  as  authorized  him  to  bring  the  action, 
and  the  referee  erred  in  refusing  to  find  that  the  mortgage 
was  executed  without  the  knowledge  of  Mrs.  Stewart,  and 
without  consideration  to  her. 

Again,  was  the  referee  right  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff* 
was  not  the  '^trustee  of  an  express  trust  1"  It  is  claimed 
by  the  counsel' for  the  defendant  that  the  trust  in  question 
was  a  resulting  trust  instead  of  an  express  trust.  But  I 
think,  without  sufficient  ground  for  such  claim ;  a  resulting 
trust  hardly  ever  arises  from  acts  which  show  that  the 
trustee  and  cestui  qw  trust  concur  in  the  creation  of  it ; 
and  it  is  well  illustrated  by  the  case  of  a  purchase  by  one 
in  his  own  name,  of  property  with  the  funds  which  he  has 
in  his  hands  belonging  to  another,  to  be  applied  to  some 
other  purpose ;  or  where  he  has  such  funds  in  his  hands  for 
the  purchase  of  a  particular  piece  of  real  estate  for  and  in 
the  name  of  his  principal,  and  he  in  violation  of  his 
instructions,  makes  the  purchase,  and  takes  the  absolute 
legal  title  to  himself.  In  such  cases  there  is  a  resulting 
trust  in  favor  of  the  person  whose  funds  have  been  used 
by  the  grantee ;  such  was  not  the  case  here.     The  principal 
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knew  that  the  deed  was  to  be  taken  in  the  'name  of 
Brown^  though  she  did  not  know  what  the  form  of  the  deed 
would  be. 

It  is  what  at  common  law  was  an  implied  trusty  and  it 
is  technically  so  stilly  and  it  must  be  conceded  that  it  was 
not  an  express  trust  at  common  law. 

'^  Express  trusts  are  chose  which  are  created  in  express 
terms,  in  the  deed,  writing  or  will/'  *^  while  implied  trusts 
are  those,  which  without  being  expressed,  are  deducible 
from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  as  matters  of  intent ; 
or  which  are  superinduced  upon  the  transaction,  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  as  matters  of  equity,  independently  of  the 
particular  intention  of  the  parties.''  (Boutnef^s  Law  Dic.^ 
Title  "  Trmty'^ 

Neither  was  it  what  is  termed  an  express  trust  in  the 
Sevised  Statutes      (1  Statutes  at  Largej  768  sec.j  65  et  seq). 

Nor  is  it  to  my  mind  certain  tHat  it  was  so  according 
to  section  113  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  as  originally 
enacted ;  which  was  perhaps  intended  to  embrace  such  as 
were  express  trusts  at  the  common  law  and  by  the  several 
statutes,  and  was  as  follows :  ^'  An  executor  or  administra- 
tor, a  trustee  of  an  express  trusty  or  a  person  expressly 
authorized  by  statute,  may  sue  without  joining  with  him, 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted." 
And  yet,  upon  the  authority  of  QrinneU  agt.  Schmidtj 
if^a^  decided  in  May  1850^  there  would  seem  to  be  no  doubt 
that  it  was. 

In  1851  section  113  of  the  Code  was  amended,  by  adding 
at  the  end  of  it,  the  following  words :  ^'  A  trustee  of  an 
sxpress  trust,  within  the  meaning  of  this  section^  shall  be 
construed  to  include  a  person  with  whom  or  in  whose  name 
a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another  J^ 

Now  the  plaintifT  not  only  held  the  legal  title  to  the  land 
in  his  own  name,  for  the  benefit  of  another,  but  the  very 
mortgage  in  question  was  executed  by  him,  iti  his  own 
name,  not  for  his   own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  as  he 


358  2raiW  YORK  PBAOnCE  resports. 

Brown  agt  Cheny. 

supposed,  of  bis  cestui  que  trusty  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
this  case  comes  not  only  within  the  spirit  of  the  amend- 
ment of  1851,  but  within  its  letter.  "A  factor  or  other 
mercantile  agent,  who  contracts  in  his  own  name,  in  behalf 
of  his  principal,  is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  within  the 
meaning  of  section  113  of  the  Code,  and  is  the  proper 
party  to  bring  an  action  upon  the  contract,  {OrinneU  agt. 
Schmidtj  2  Sand/.  Sup.j  706,)  and  the  court  (a^|7a^6  709,) 
says:  ^^It  has  been  generally  supposed  that  the  words, 
express  trust,  in  this  section,  refer  to  trusts  of  land 
authorized  by  the  revised  statutes,  and  which  are  in  the 
statutes  themselves  termed  express  trusts,  and  to  them 
alone.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  give  to  the  words 
this  resticted  meaning.  They  are  capable  of  a  more  exten- 
sive signification,  so  as  to  include  all  contracts  in  which 
one  person  acts  in  trust  for  or  in  behalf  of  another.  Of 
this  kind,  are  contracts  made  by  factors  and  other  mercan- 
tile agents,  who  act  in  their  own  names,  but  for  the  benefit 
of  and  without  disclosing  their  principals." 

And  it  would  seem  thdt  the  amendment  of  1851,  was 
intended  to  give  the  original  section  in  express  terms,  the 
same  construction  which  had  been  given  to  it  by  the 
superior  court. 

In  Rowland  agt.  Phdleny  ( 1  Bosw.j  43,  1857,)  it  was 
decided  that  as  to  a  contract  made  by  a  party  of  the  first 
part,  assuming  to  act  on  behalf  of  others  not  named,  and  to 
bind  himself  personally,  to  accomplish  certain  results  bene- 
ficial to  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  in  consideration  of 
their  agreement  to  pay  him,  for  the  benefit  of  those  for 
whom  he  acts,  the  party  of  the  first  part  is  a  ^^  trustee  of 
an  express  trust,"  witbin  the  meaning  of  section  113,  and 
may  sue  in  his  own  name,  without  joining  with  him  those 
for  whose  immediate  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  mere  agent,  who  contracts  in 
his  own  name  and  without  disclosing  the  name  of  his  prin- 
cipal, is  a  trustee  of  an  eatress  trusty  and  may  maintain  an 
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action  upon  the  contract  in  his  name  without  joining  his 
principal^  and  it  is  also  held  that  in  such  case,  the  principal 
alsO;  has  the  right  to  sue  without  joining  the  agent  with 
him.  {Morgan  agt.  Reidy  7  Abb.,  215 ;  The  Union  India 
Rubber  Company  agt.  Tomlinsonj  1  E.  D.  Smithy  380^  and 
Van  Lien  agt.  Byrnes,  1  HiU.,  133). 

An  auctioneer  who  sells  goods  in  his  own  name^  to  a  third 
person^  is  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust  within  the  meaning 
of  the  section  in  question,  and  may  sue  upon  the  contract, 
without  an  a&signment  of  the  cause  of  action.  And  he  is 
not  bound  to  show  that  he  was  a  licensed  auctioneer.  He 
sues  under  the  statute  as  a  ^^  trustee  of  an  express  trust/' 
having  made  a  sale  of  goods  for  the  benefit  of  another. 
(BogaH  agt.  O'Regan,  1  E.  D.,  Smith,  691). 

In  Mintum  agt.  Main,  (3  Selden,  220).  It  was  decided 
that  a  public  auctioneer  who  sells  goods  for  another,  may 
maintain  an  action  for  the  price,  although  he  has  received 
his  advances  and  commissions  deed,  and  has  no  interest  in 
the  property  or  its  proceeds.  And  the  court  in  its  opinion 
at  page  224,  says :  There  are  two  considerations  which  are 
conclusive  against  the  defendant,  one  is  that  an  auctioneei 
has  such  a  special  property  or  interest  in  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  sale  that  he  may  sue  in  his  own  name,  unless  the 
principal  or  real  owner  elect  to  bring  the  action  in  his  own 
name/  {Ghitty  on  Contracts,  185).  And  it  is  unnecessary  to 
prove  that  he  has  a  special  property  or  interest,  for  that 
flows  as  a  matter  of  course,  from  his  position  as  an 
auctioneer;  and  it  is  only  where  a  party  acts  as  a  mere  agent 
or  servant  that  a  special  beneficial  interest,  must  be  proved 
to  maintain  an  action  or  may  be  disproved  to  defeat  it. 

The  other  is  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  from  denying 
that  he  contracted  directly  with  the  plaintifis,  by  receiving 
the  goods  from  them,  giving  his  receipts  to  them,  as  if  on 
a  purchase  made  by  him  of  them,  and  by  his  subsequent 
recognition  of  the  whole  transaction,  as  a  sale  directly 
from  them  to  him.     He  treated  the  transaction  throughout 
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as  a  sale  from  them  to  himi  until  he  obtained  possession 
of  the  property,  and  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use,  and 
it  no  longer  lies  in  his  mouth  to  refuse  that  character 
to  it."  These  remarks  are  all  applicable  to  this  case.  In 
that  case  the  auctioneers  had  no  possible  interest  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  except  it  be  that  they  were  answera- 
ble over  to  their  principal  therefor.  They  had  received 
their  charges  and  commissions,  and  yet  they  were  held  to 
be  entitled  to  sue,  because  they  had  an  interest  in  the  sub« 
ject  matter  of  the  suit ;  certainly  if  I  am  right  in  supposing 
that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  would  be  answerable  over  to 
Mrs.  Stewart,  if  he  had  permitted  the  unauthorized  mort- 
gage to  be  foreclosed,  he  has  as  much  interest  in  this  action 
as  the  auctioneers  had  in  that ;  and  the  estoppel  upon  the 
defendant  here  is  quite  as  strong;  for  the  defendant  ot  the 
mortgagee,  under  whom  she  claims  the  mortgage,  contracted 
with  the  plaintiff  as  the  party  in  interest,  took  the  mort- 
gage from  him  in  his  own  name,  and  afterwards  instead  of 
proceeding  to  foreclose  it  by  action,  he  did  so  by  advertise- 
ment, and  treated  the  plaintiff  as  tne  only  person  who  had 
any  title  to  the  premises.  He  is  foreclosing  against  him  as 
the  party  interested,  and  he  should  not  be  allowed  when  it 
turns  out  on  the  trial  of  the  action,  which  was  commenced 
by  the  plaintiff  to  stop  his  proceeding,  to  turn  round  and 
insist  that  his  mortgagor  has  no  interest  in  the  question, 
whether  he  be  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  or  not. 

But  I  think,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Considerant 
agt.  Bvrsbane  (22  N.  Y.  Rep.,  389,)  there  can  be  no 
question  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust 
within  the  meaning  of  section  113  as  it  now  stands.  In 
that  case,  the  plaintiff  was  the  executive  agent  of  a  foreign 
corporation  and  authorized  to  receive  subscriptions  to  its 
capital  stock;  the  defendant  subcribed  for  and  received 
stock  of  the  company  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of 
$10,000,  and  he  executed  two  promissory  notes  and  delivered 

them  to  the  plaintiff,  by  each  of  which  he   promised  to 
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pfty  to  hkHj  ^'  as  executive  agent  of  the  company/'  the  sum 
of  $5,000.  The  plaintiff  sued  upon  the  notes  in  the  superior 
court  of  New  York,  and  in  his  complaint  the  notes  were  set 
forth  at  length.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint, 
assigning  as  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  superior  court,  at 
general  term,  sustained  the  demurrer  on  the  ground  that  the 
action  could  not  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  appealed,  and  the  court  of  appeals  reversed  the 
judgment. 

In  declaring  the  prevailing  opinion,  {at  p.  394,  c^c.,) 
Weight,  J.,  says:  *^ Prior  to  the  Code,  therefore,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  maintained  an 
action  on  the  express  contracts  set  out  in  the  complaint  for 
the  benefit  of  his  principals,  having  a  legal  interest  in  them 
by  way  of  trust.  The  promise  being  to  him  in  writing, 
for  the  benefit  of  another,  he  would  have  been  deemed  the 
party  with  whom,  or  in  whose  name,  the  contracts  were 
made,  and  in  whose  name  alone  the  promise  could  be  en- 
forced in  a  court  of  law.  The  Code,  however,  abrogated 
the  common  law  rule  that  the  right  of  action  followed  the 
legal  title,  and  made  the  beneficial  interest  the  sole  test  of 
the  right.  In  adopting  the  latter  rule,  it  was  easily  to  be 
seen  that  there  was  a  class  of  cases  in  which  it  would  be 
extremely  prejudicial  to  the  remedy,  as  well  as  difficult  of 
application,  viz.:  the  case  of  executors,  persons  authorized 
by  statute  to  sue,  and  trustees  of  an  express  trust.  To 
obviate  this,  it  was  specially  provided  that  in  these  cases 
the  executory,  or  statutory  party,  or  trustee  of  an  express 
trust,  might  sue  without  joining  with  him  the  person  for 
whose  benefit  the  action  was  prosecuted  {Codcj  ^113). 
The  term  ^trustee  of  an  express  trust,'  had,  however,  acquired 
a  technical  and  statutory  meaning.  Express  trusts,  at  least 
up  to  the  adoption  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  were  defined  to 
be  trusts  created  by  the  direct  and  positive  acts  of  the 
parties  by  some  writing,  or  deed,  or  will ;  and  the  Revised 
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Statutes  had  abolished  all  express  trusts,  except  as  therein 
enumerated,  which  related  to  land.     If  the  113th  section  of 
the  Code  was  to  be  confined  and  limited  to  those  enumer* 
ated  as  express  trusts,  the  practical  inconvenience  arising 
from  making  the  beneficial  interest  the  sole  test  of  the  right 
to  sue,  and  which  that  section  was  intended  to  obviate, 
woild  continue  to  exist  in  a  large  class  of  formal  and  infor* 
mal  trusts.     Accordingly,  in  1851,  the  section  was  amended 
bv  adding  the  provision  that  ^a  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  shall  be  construed  to 
include  a  person  with  whom,  or  in  whose  name,  a  contract 
is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another :'  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
there  is  no   attempt  to  define  the  meaning  of  the  term 
*  trustee  of  an  express  trust'  in  its  general  sense ;  but  the 
statutory  declaration  is,  that  these  words  'shall  be  con- 
strued to  include  a  person  with  whom,  or  in  whose  name,  a 
contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another.^     The  counsel 
for  the   respondent  insists  that  the  sole  intention  of  the 
legislature  in  amending  the  section,  was  to  remove  a  doubt 
that  has  been  expressed,  whether  a  factor  or  other  agent^ 
who  had  at  common  law  a  right  of  action  on  a  contract 
made  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  (by  reason  of  his  legal 
interest  in  the  contract)  was  by  the  Code  deprived  of  that 
right.     But  no  such  limited  intention  can  be  inferred  from 
the  words  of  the  statute.     Indeed,  it  is  only  by  a  liberal 
construction  of  the  section  that  the  case  of  a  contract  by  a 
factor  (an  individual  contract)  can  be  brought  within  it  at 
all.     It  is  intended,  manifestly,  to  embrace  not  only  formal 
trusts,  declared  by  deed  inter  partes,  but  all  cases  in  which 
a  person  acting  in  behalf  of  a  third  party,  enters  into  a 
written  express  contract  with  another,  either  in  his  indi- 
vidual  name,  without  description,  or  in  his   own   name, 
expressly  in  trust  for,  or  on  behalf  of  another,  by  whatever 
form  of  expression  such  trust  may  be  declared.     It  includes 
not  only  a  person  with  whom,  but  one  in  whose  narne,  a 
contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another.^'    These  prin- 
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ciples  were  not  controverted  in  the  dissenting  opinion  in 
the  case^  but  it  is  contended  that  the  phraseology  of  the 
notes  was  such  that  in  reality  it  was  a  promise  to  pay  to 
the  principal^  and  did  not  import  on  its  face  a  contract  to 
pay  it  to  the  plaintiff,  either  absolutely  or  as  a  trustee. 

That  Mrs.  Stewart  was  not  made  a  party^  furnished  no 
good  reason  for  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint.  It  is 
enough  for  the  purposes  of  the  plaintiff  on  this  appeal^  if  it 
appears  that  he  was  entitled  to  commence  the  action  alone, 
or  in  conjunction  with  Mrs.  Stewart.  If  he  had  a  standing 
in  court  in  either  way^  upon  the  pleadings  in  this  case^  the 
complaint  could  not  be  dismissed.  For  if  Mrs.  Stewart 
should  have  been  a  party  plaintiff  with  him^  the  defendant 
if  she  would  raise  the  question^  should  have  claimed  it  in 
her  answer,  and  could  not  ask  a  dismissal  for  that  reason  on 
the  trial.  She  could  not  demur  to  the  complaint,  for  that 
contained  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  there  was  no  state- 
ment in  it  to  show  that  any  one  besides  the  plaintiff  had 
any  interest  in  the  controversy.  She  must,  therefore,  have 
claimed  the  non -joinder,  by  setting  up  the  facts  on  which 
she  relied  for  that  purpose  and  making  the  claim  in  the 
answer,  and  by  not  doing  so  she  waived  it.  {Codesec.y  148  ; 
Merritt  agt.  Walsh,  32  N.  Y.  Rep.,  685 ;  Halsey  agt.  Black, 
28  N.  r.,  438). 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  had  the 
right  to  commence  the  action  as  he  did,  and  that  if  the 
defendant  would  insist  that  Mrs.  Stewart  should  have  been 
a  party,  in  order  to  a  full  and  final  disposition  of  the  con- 
troversy, she  should  have  taken  the  proper  steps  for  that 
purpose ;  and  if  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  a  complete 
determination  of  the  controversy  could  not  be  had  without 
the  presence  of  Mrs.  Stewart,  the  court  should  have  caused 
her  to  be  brought  in,  pursuant  to  section  122  of  the  Code. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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WiL  F.  Stbanq  agt.  Howasd  Newldt. 


Everj  person  tR/MfMcnoM  of  any  dog^  or  who  Bhall  soffer  any  dog  to  remain  a>boat 
hiB  house,  for  twenty  days  previoas  to  the  injury  of  the  sheep  hy  each  dog,  shall 
be  deemed  the  owner  of  the  dog  for  all  the  purposes  of  this  title.  (2  Bmf.  StoLf 
itked.yp,llQ.) 

In  order  to  maintain  an  aotion  under  this  statute,  where  the  defendant  denies  thai 
he  is  the  owner  of  the  dog,  the  plaintiff  must  proye  that  the  defendant  had  the 
poseeesion,  or^nffered  the  dog  to  remain  about  his  honse,  for  twenty  days  previooa 
to  the  injury  of  the  sheep. 


Second  Districty  Ghneral  Term^  Decemberj  1869. 

Before  J.  F.  Barnard,  Tappek  and  Gilbebt,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  judgmeat  at  special  term. 

John  L.  Hill,  for  appellant. 
O.  T.  Coffin,  for  respondent. 

• 

By  the  courtj  Tappen,  J. — The  defendant's  liability  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  construction  of  a  provision  in  the 
Revised  Statutes,  with  reference  to  the  owners  or  possessors 
of  dogs  that  kill,  or  injure  sheep. 

The  dog  in  question  was  on  the  defendant's  premises,  as 
the  property  of  the  previous  owner  of  the  farm,  which  the 
defendant  had  purchased  a  short  time  before  the  occurrence. 
The  dog  remained  about  the  premises  after  the  defendant 
took  possession.  The  proof  does  not  show  that,  in  fact,  the 
defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  animal ;  members  of  the 
defendant's  family  had,  during  the  time  specified,  fed  the 
dog  when  he  was  around  the  house.  The  previous  owner 
of  the  farm  had  removed  from  the  place,  leaving  some 
y()o<is,  however,  to  be  subsequently  removed. 
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The  statute  in  queBtion^  (4  Bev.  Stat.y  vol.  2,  pp.  112, 113) 
provides  that  every  person  in  possession  of  any  dog,  or  who 
shall  suffer  any  dog  to  remain  about  his  house,  for  twenty 
days  previous  to  the  injury  of  the  sheep  by  such  dog,  shall 
be  deemed  the  owner  of  the  dog  for  all  the  purposes  of  the 
title.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  afford  immediate 
redress  to  the  owner  of  any  sheep  killed  or  injured  by  dogs. 

The  fact  that  there  was]  an  owner  of  the  dog,  does  not 
exempt  from  liability  any  other  person  who  suffers  a  dog  to 
remain  about  his  house  for  the  space  of  twenty  days; 
because  by  such  suffercmce  the  dog  has  an  opportunity  to 
attack  sheep  in  the  neighborhood. 

The  defendant  is  chargeable  in  law  with  suffering  the 
dog  to  remain  about  his  house,  because  the  dog  did  so 
remain,  and  every  man  is  chargeable  with  the  reasonable 
control  of  his  own  household  and  premises;  and,  in  the 
language  of  the  statute  in  question,  for  the  purposes  of  its 
title,  the  defendant  is  to  be  deemed  the  owner  because  of 
such  tolerance,  and  because  there  was,  in  fact,  no  other 
possessor,  and  the  sheep  being  killed  or  injured  by  such 
dog  during  such  possession,  the  defendant  is  to  be  deemed 
owner  of  the  dog,  for  the  purpose  only  of  compensation  to 
the  owner  of  the  sheep. 

In  Auchmuty  agt.  Hamj  ( 1  JDeniOj  500,)  the  court  says : 
^*The  legislature  evidently  intended  by  the  provision  in 
question,  to  cast  upon  any  person  having  possession,  or 
suffering  the  dog  to  remain  for  tlie  space  of  twenty  days, 
&c.,  the  responsibility,  whether  in  fact  such  possessor  was 
or  not  the  owner.'^ 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  is,  therefore,  created  by 
statute ;  he  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  statute ; 
and  the  person  claiming  to  have  been  damnified  by  the  loss 
of  sheep  by  such  dog,  is  not  obliged  to  seek  out  or  find  the 
true  owner  of  the  dog.  B^it,  assuming  the  law  to  be-  here 
correctly  stated,  the  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
does  not  show  that  the  defendant  had  such  possession,  or 
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suffered  such  dog  to  remain  for  twenty  days ;  this  proof  is 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action,  when  the  defend- 
ant shows  upon  the  trial  that  he  is  not  the  owner  .of  the  dog. 
The  defendant  offered  proof,  tending  to  show  that  he  was 
not  such  owner,  and  if  his  liability  is  to  be  determined  by 
possession,  then  the  plaintiff  should  have  proven  such  pos- 
session or  tolerance  for  the  period  of  twenty  days,  &c.  The 
proof  does  not  establish  this  fact.  If  it  be  claimed  that  the 
defendant  was  in  fact  the  owner,  that  presents  a  question 
not  determined  in  the  case.  The  complaint  charges  defend- 
ant's liability  to  have  arisen  from  harboring  or  keeping  the 
dog,  &c. 

Judgment  should,  therefore,  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
granted  at  circuit;  costs  to  abide  event. 

Babkabd,  J.,  dissented. 
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Nanninq  Vanderhetden,  respondent,  agt.  William  Gast 

and  others,  appellants. 

Notices  of  pendency  and  retnniB  to  attaohments,  may  be  ammdid  by  ineerting  in 
tbe  notices  and  inventorieSi  a  specific  description  of  a  lot  of  land  omittML  hf 

Albany  Creneral  Temij  December,  1869. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term  by  Justice 
Ingalls,  amending  notices  of  pendency  and  the  returns  to 
attachments  by  inserting  in  the  notices  and  inventories,  a 
specific  description  of  a  lot  of  land  omitted  by  mistake. 

Xhe  language  of  the  inventory  on  the  return  to  the  attach- 
ments was:  '^One  farm  of  land,  being  partly  situated  in 
the  town  of  Brunswick  and  the  city  of  Troy,  known  as  the 
Gary  farm,  and  containing  three  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of 
land,  be  the  same  more  or  less ;  a  printed  discription  of 
said  farm  is  hereunto  annexed."  The  notices  of  pendency 
contained  the  same  specific  description. 

The  printed  description  referred  to  was  very  long,  and 
embracing  specific  descriptions  of  a  large  number  of  separate 
lots,  but  a  specific  description  of  one  lot  of  twenty  acres 
was  omitted. 

The  motion  papers  showed : 

First.  That  the  defendants  owned,  and  were  in  possession 
of  the  twenty  acre  lot  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
attachments. 

Second.  That  this  was  known  to  the  deputy  sheriff*  who 
had  charge  of  the  attachments,  that  he  intended  to  levy  on 
the  twenty  acre  lot,  and  to  include  it  in  the  printed  descrip- 
tion, supposed  it  was  included,  but  that  it  was  omitted  by 
oversight  and  inadvertence. 
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Third.  That  the  twenty  acre  lot  has,  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  been  known  as  a  part  of  the  so-called  Gary 
farm. 

Fourth.  That  shortly  after  the  levy  under  the  attach- 
ments, the  defendants  made  a  general  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  that  this  lot  is  claimed  and  this  motion 
is  opposed  by  the  assignee  dUmej  and  that  no  one  else  has 
any  interest  adverse  to  the  plaintiff. 

C.  E.  Patterson,  for  aippelkmts. 

Irying  Brown,  for  respondentSj  cited,  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  levy,  (7  How.,  381 ;  8  How.j  11 ;  20  How.,  480 ;  as 
to  the  power  to  amend,  1  Cow.<,  430;  8  How.j  79 ;  and  as  to 
the  rights  of  the  assignee,  17  N.  F.,  28,  580). 

By  the  Court. — Order  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  Wiluau  Hatke8. 

It  18  nnneceaiary  to  state  in  an  indictment,  ike  noma  of  the  jurors  by  whom  it  was 
found. 

An  objection  to  an  indictment  that  it  does  not  charge  that  the  felonious  crime  waf 
MfMy  done,  is  not  well  taken,  where  the  charge  is  stated  that  the  defendant 
*'  onlawfdlly,  malicionsly  and  feloniously''  committed  the  act  charged ;  as  this 
language  is  equivalent  to  a  charge  that  the  act  was  wilfully  and  designedly  done. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant  '*  set  fire  to  a  certain  grist-mill, 
then  and  there  being,  owned  by  and  in  possession  of  one  F.  W.,*'  Held^  that  this 
was  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  statute  as  regards  the  crime  ctf 
arson  in  the  third  degree,  which  declares  the  wilfuU  setting  fire  to  a  grist-mill,  to 
be  arson  in  the  third  degree 

A  tMteeM  is  not  incompetent  to  testify  in  a  criminal  case,  because  an  accompliee. 
Such  fact  afTects  his  croiibiHty  only ;  and  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  his 
statement  is  credible,  and  a  safe  reliance  for  a  verdict  against  the  party  charged- 
Such  is  now  the  settled  rule  in  this  state,  even  where  the  accomplice  stands 
entirely  tmeorrobortUed, 

But  notwithstanding  the  jury  may  convict  on  the  unsupported  testimony  of  an 
accomplice,  it  is  their  manifest  duty  to  scan  the  testimony  with  the  utmost 
severity. 

Where  a  case  is  sought  to  be  established  by  the  testimony  of  an  accomplice,  who 
stands  in  the  main,  if  not  wholly,  uncorroborated,  it  is  due  to  the  party  accused 
and  to  the  cause  of  justice  that  none  but  evidence  clearly  admissible,  under  the 
severest  test,  should  be  allowed ;  and  that  none  in  the  least  bearing  on  the 
question  of  credibility  and  admissible,  should  be  excluded. 

The  jury  must  determine  the  a  edibility  of  a  witness  at  the  hme  he  iett^let.  Hia 
standing  for  truth  and  veracity  must  be  established  at  that  time. 

Where  the  court  limits  the  number  of  impeaching  witnesses  on  each  side,  it  doee 
not  thereby  limit  the  right  of  erost-examination. 

Fcmrth  District^  General  Temiy  Juhfy  1868. 

Before  James,  P.  J*.;  Bockes,  Rosekbans  and  Potteb, 
Justices. 

The  defendant  was  convicted  at  the  Schenectady  Oyer, 

1868,  of  the  crime  of  arson,  in  the  third  degree.     The 

specific  offense  charged  in  the  indictment,  was  that  on  the 

4th   of  April,  1867,  he  feloniously,  in  the  night  time,  set 
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fire  to  a  certain  grist  mill,  the  property  of  one  Frederick 
Whittlesey. 

On  the  trial,  evidence  was  given  by  one  Margaret  A. 
Bronky  that  she  set  the  fire  at  the  request  and  on  the 
instigation  of  the  defendant;  who  as  she  testified,  prepared 
the  materials  to  be  ignited,  and  was  at  the  time  in  the 
ipimediate  vicinity  of  the  mill,  with  the  purpose  of 
rendering  aid  in  effecting  her  escape  from  the  premises 
if  necessity  required.  The  conviction  rested  solely  on  the 
evidence  given  by  this  witness;  the  corroborating  testimony, 
if  indeed  there  was  any,  being  so  slight  and  insignificant,  as 
to  be  unworthy  of  notice.  The  witness,  a  married  woman 
aged  about  twenty-five  years,  testified  that  she  had  been 
for  many  years  on  terms  of  criminal  intimacy  with  the 
defendant ;  that  he  was  the  father  of  two  of  her  children ; 
their  intimacy  was  at  the  time  known  to  her  husband ; 
that  their  relations  for  a  time  prior  to  the  fire,  were 
unfriendly,  but  that  they  had  become  reconciled  and  again 
intimate.  The  witness  further  stated  that  the  defendant 
first  asked  her  to  induce  her  husband  to  burn  the  mill,  and 
it  being  suggested  to  him,  he  refused ;  that  the  defendant 
had  given  her  money  at  various  times ;  on  one  occasion 
four  ten  dollar  bills;  that  she  paid  two  dollars  to  Mr.  Stevens 
and  the  rest  to  Mr.  Westfall ;  that  the  defendant  stated  to 
her  as  his  reason  for  wishing  the  destruction  of  the  mill, 
that  he  wanted  to  get  the  mill  seat.  The  defendant  formerly 
owned  the  mill  primises,  and  sold  them  to  Whittlesey  in  1864, 
but  had  been  fully  paid  therefor.  The  last  payment  having 
been  made  in  February  preceding  the  fire,  to  prevent  a 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  taken  by  the  defendant  for  part 
of  the  purchase  money. 

After  such  payment  the  defendant  had  no  right  or  interest 
m  the  property  destroyed.  Evidence  was  also  given, 
tending  to  an  impeachment  of  the  witness  irrespective  of 
her  position  as  an  admitted  accessory  to  the  crime  charged 
against  the  defendant ;  she  was  contradicted  in  some  of  her 
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statements,  and  evidence  of  general  bad  character  was  given. 
The  counsel  for  the  defendant  asked  the  court  to  direct  an 
acquittal  on  the  ground  :  1st.  That  the  indictment  did  not 
contain  the  names  of  the  jurors  by  whom  it  was  found :  2d. 
That  it  does  not  charge,  that  the  setting  fire  to  the  building 
was  wilfully  done :  3d.  That  it  does  not  charge  expressly 
or  by  implication,  that  the  building  alleged  to  have  been 
burned  was  not  the  subject  of  arson  in  the  first  degree. 

The  court  declined  to  direct  an  acquittal  as  requested, 
and  the  counsel  excepted.  Exceptions  were  also  taken  to 
the  admission  and  rejection  of  evidence,  and  also  to  portions 
of  the  charge  as  well  as  to  refusals  to  charge,  which  excep- 
tions are  hereafter  considered  in  so  far  as  they  are  deemed  to 
afiTect  the  rights  of  the  defendant 

John  L.  Hill,  district  aMomey. 

N.  C.  MoAK  and  Henry  Smith,  for  the  defendant. 

By  the  Court,  Bockes,  J. — The  refusal  of  the  court  to 
direct  an  acquittal  of  the  defendant  was  manifestly  right. 
It  was  unnecessary  to  state  in  the  indictment  the  names  of 
the  jurors  by  whom  it  was  found.  This  was  expresly 
decided  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Bennett,  (37  N.  F., 
117).  The  second  objection  urged,  that  the  indictment 
omits  to  charge  that  the  setting  fire  to  the  building  was 
wilfully  done,  was  not  well  founded  in  fact.  It  was 
charged  that  Haynes  '^unlawfully,  maliciously,  and  felo- 
niously in  the  night  time,  did  set  fire  to  a  certain  grist- 
mill." This  language  is  equivalent  to  a  charge  that  the 
act  was  wilfully  done.  It  is  in  point  of  fact,  a  charge,  that 
it  was  designed,  intended,  hence  wilfuU.  The  third  ground 
of  objection  is  also  untenable.  The  charge  is  that  the 
defendant  ^'  set  fire  to  a  certain  grist-mill,  then  and  there 
being,  owned  by  and  in  possession  of  one  Frederick  Whitt- 
lesey." This  was  sufiicient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  as  regards  the  crime  of  arson  in  the  third  degree, 
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which  declares  the  wilful!  setting  fire  to  "  a  grist-mill  to  be 
arson  in  the  third  degree." 

The  case  was  plainly  one  for  the  jury  on  the  evidence. 
It  would  have  been  manifestly  improper  to  have  taken  it 
from  them  on  any  of  the  grounds  urged.  It  is  true  the 
only  evidence  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  party,  was  the 
uncorroborated  testimony  of  a  confederate  in  the  crime. 
But  whatever  opinion  the  court  may  have  entertained  in 
regard  to  the  integrity  and  reliabihty  of  the  witness,  the 
question  of  guilt  or  innocence  was  for  the  jury.  The  witness 
was  not  incompetent  to  testify  because  an  accomplice, 
such  admitted  fact  affected  her  Jcredibility  only,  and  it  was 
for  the  jury  to  say,  whether  her  statement  was  credible  and  a 
safe  reliance  for  a  verdict  against  the  party  charged.  Such 
is  now  the  settled  rule  ^'n  this  state,  even  where  the  accom- 
plice stands  entirely  uncorroborated.  Mr.  Justice  Beakdslet 
remarked  in  The  People  agt.  Gostelh^  (1  Denio^  83),  that 
^'although  it  had  often  been  said  by  judges  and  elementary 
writers,  that  no  person  should  be  convicted  on  the  testi- 
mony of  an  accomplice,  unless  corroborated  by  other 
evidence,  still  there  is  no  such  inflexible  rule  of  law.  It  is 
a  question  for  the  jury,  who  are  to  pass  upon  the  credibility 
of  an  accomplice,  as  they  must  upon  every  other  witness." 
He  adds,  ^^his  statements  are  to  be  received  with  great 
caution  and  the  court  should  always  so  advise  j  but  after 
all,  if  his  testimony  carries  conviction  to  the  mind  of  the 
jurv  and  they  are  fully  convinced  of  its  truth,  they  should 
give  the  same  eflect  to  such  testimony  as  should  be  allowed 
to  that  of  an  unimpeached  witness,  who  is  in  no  respect 
implicated  in  the  offense."  This  language  of  Mr.  Justice 
Beardsley  was  quoted  with  approval  in  Haskins  agt.  The 
People,  (16  N.  F.,  344-352).  Judge  Comstock  said  in  The 
People  agt.  Doyfe,  (21  N.  F.,  678^9,)  "there  is  no  rule 
of  law  which  prevents  a  conviction  on  the  testimony  of  an 
accomplice  alone.  The  utmost  caution  should  undoubtedly 
be  exercised;  but  juries  are  nevertheless  at  liberty  to  con- 
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yict  on  the  unsupported  testimony  of  a  confederate  in  the 
crime. 

To  the  same  efiect  are  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Justice  Ingra- 
HAM,  in  Dunn  agt.  The  People^  (5  Park.  Cr.  -B.,  120;  see 
also  1  OreenUafon  Ev.y  ^  380,  381.)  But  notwithstanding 
the  jury  may  convict  on  the  unsupported  testimony  of  an 
accomplice,  yet  it  is,  as  remarked  by  Mr.  Greenleaf,  so 
generally  the  practice  on  the  trial,  for  the  court  to  advise  an 
acquittal,  in  the  absence  of  corroborating  proofs,  that  its 
omission  would  be  regarded  as  an  omission  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  judge;  and  the  same  learned  writer  on  the  law 
of  evidence  adds  that,  so  great  respect  is  always  paid  by 
the  jury  to  such  advice  from  the  bench,  that  it  may  be 
regarded  as  the  settled  course  of  practice,  not  to  convict  in 
any  case  of  felony  upon  the  sole  and  uncorroborated  t«^sti- 
mony  of  an  accomplice. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  not  to  be  departed  from  in  crim- 
inal cases  especially,  that  no  issue  shall  be  decided  against  a 
citizen  without  testimony  equivalent  at  least,  to  that  of  one 
credible  witness.  Therefore,  verdicts  rendered  on  the  testi- 
mony of  confederates,  wholly  uncorroborated,  are  of  doubt- 
ful propriety,  and  will  not  in  general  be  allowed  to  stand, 
if  the  wttness  be  otherwise  at  all  impeached. 

It  was  the  manifest  duty  of  the  jury  in  this  case,  to  scan 
the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Bronk  with  the  utmost  severity.  In 
addition  to  the  fact  that  she  admitted  herself  to  be  a  felon, 
she  was  shown  to  be  unblushing  in  her  immoralities  and 
notoriously  untruthful ;  while  several  witnesses  testified  to 
the  contrary,  not  one  of  the  eleven,  who  spoke  to  her  gene- 
ral character,  gave  the  opinion  that  she  was  then  a  credible 
and  reliable  person.  She  was  also  contradicted  in  her  state- 
ments, given  as  a  witness,  on  the  stand.  Nor  does  her  story 
commend  itself  to  the  fullest  credence  by  reason  of  its  inhe- 
rent probability.  It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  find  a 
motive  for  the  crime.  There  was  no  ill-feeling  existing 
between  the  defendant  and  Whittlesey,  the  owner  of  the 
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mill,  to  excite  hatred  or  induce  revenge.  Their  relations 
were  friendly.  The  defendant  had  no  direct  interest  to  be 
subserved  by  its  destruction.  The  remote  hope,  as  stated 
by  Mrs.  Bronk,  that  he  might  obtain  the  mill-seat,  should 
the  mill  be  burned,  was  infinitely  weak  as  an  inducement  to 
commit  a  high  crime.  His  chance  to  obtain  it  would  then 
be  one  in  common  with  all  his  neighbors,  and  others  who 
might  desire  to  secure  it  by  fair,  open  purchase.  The 
destruction  of  the  mill  gave  him  no  advantage  over  other 
competitors  for  the  site.  Again,  she  testified  that  the 
defendant  wanted  her  to  get  her  husband  to  burn  the  mill 
for  him.  That  she  mentioned  the  subject  to  him,  and  he 
refused,  saying  that  the  defendant  hadn't  money  enough  to 
hire  him  to  do  it ;  that  he  could  not  get  him  to  state's 
prison.  Was  it  not  strange,  indeed,  that  the  defendant 
should  seek  the  aid  of  a  man  in  the  commission  of  a  crime, 
whose  jealousy  and  hatred  were  already  aroused  by  reason 
of  his  known  intimacy  with  his  wife?  Would  he  not  be 
cautious  about  putting  himself  in  that  man's  power?  Mrs. 
Bronk  says,  the  defendant  then  persuaded  her  to  bum  the 
mill.  Was  it  not  strange  that  he  should  put  himself  in  her 
power?  Why  not  do  the  act  himself,  and  avoid  the  risk  of 
having  his  purpose  known  to  others?  He  did  not  seek  to 
avoid  suspicion  by  absence,  for  Mrs.  Bronk  says  he  was  at 
or  near  the  mill  when  she  applied  the  match,  and  he  must, 
therefore,  have  fled  from  it  with  her,  or  at  the  sam'e  time 
she  did.  It  was  in  proof  that  he  was  at  his  own  house 
when  the  alarm  was  given. 

Now,  in  this  condition  of  the  case,  the  jury  must 
have  been  in  some  doubt,  some  perplexity  as  to  the 
propriety  of  convicting  on  the  testimony  of  this  con- 
federate. They  are  pesumed  to  have  been  warned  by 
the  court  of  the  danger  attending  a  conviction  on  testi- 
mony from  a  source  confessedly  corrupt.  They  doubtless 
examined  the  evidence  with  great  care,  as  they  had  been 
instructed,  and  were  bound  to  do,  considering  every  minute 
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circumstance  tending  in  the  least  degree  to  a  corroboration 
of  the  statement  made  by  the  witness.  They  would  be 
undoubtedly  influenced  by  slight  confirmatory  facts,  very 
little  would  turn  the  scale  and  contiiol  the  verdict.  A  just 
regard  to  the  rights  of  the  accused,  therefore,  demands  an 
observance  of  the  strictest  rules  in  the  admission  and  rejec- 
tion of  evidence.  Let  us  now  see  if  any  evidence  was 
improperly  admitted  bearing  on  the  question  of  corrobora- 
tion. 

Mrs.  Bronk  testified  that  the  defendant  promised  her 
four  hundred  dollars  if  she  would  burn  the  mill ;  which 
sum  would  buy  for  her  a  place  she  desired  to  parchase. 
It  seems  that  the  place  was  owned  by  Westfall,  for  whom 
Stevens  was  agent. 

She  further  testified  that  soon  after  the  fire,  Stevens 
called  on  her  and  inquired  if  she  wanted  the  place;  where- 
upon she  went  to  the  defendant  at  the  paper-mill,  and 
obtained  from  him  forty  dollars, — ^four  ten  dollar  bills;  that 
she  paid  Stevens  ten  dollars,  and  afterwards  went  to  Quaker 
street,  to  complete  the  transaction,  and  then  paid  the 
balance  of  the  money,  thirty  dollars,  to  Westfall.  Stevens 
was  called  and  testified  that  Mrs.  Bronk  gave  him  ten 
dollars,  a  ten  dollar  bill,  to  bind  the  bargain  for  the  place ; 
then  arranged  with  him  to  meet  him  at  Quaker  street  to  com- 
plete the  transaction  for  the  property ;  and  that  they  met 
at  Quaker  street,  pursuant  to  the  arrangement;  and  then 
she  paid  three  ten  dollar  bills  to  WestfalPs  agent.  All  and 
every  part  of  this  evidence  was  admitted  against  the  defend- 
ant's objection.  If  the  evidence  tended  to  corroborate  Mrs. 
Bronk  in  any  material  part  of  her  testimony  it  was  properly 
admitted,  otherwise  its  admission  was  error  inasmuch  as 
it  \^as  urged  upon  the  consideration  of  the  jury  as  matter 
of  corroboration,  and  doubtless,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
influenced  their  verdict.  Unquestionably  this  evidence  tended 
to  prove  that  Mrs.  Bronk  told  the  trut'n  in  several  par- 
ticulars.    But  that   alone  was   not  sufficient  to  authorij&e 
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its  admission  as  corroborating  proof.     As  was  said  in  Bex 
agt.  AddiSy   (6  Car.  and  P.,  338),  the  corroboration  of  an 
accomplice  ought  to  be  as  to  some  fact  or  facts,  the  truth  or 
falsehood  of  which  go  t#  prove  or  disprove  the  offense  charged 
against  the  prisoner."     To  the  same  effect  is  the  decision 
in  The  Com.^  agt.  Bosworth^  (32  Pick^  397) ;  also  in  Bex.  agt 
TFcftft,  (6  Car,  and  P.,  595);  and  also  in  Bex.  agt.  WilkeSy  (7 
Car.  and  P.,  272).     In  the  latter  case,  Alderson  B.  says : 
'Hhe  confirmation  which  I  always  advise  juries  to  require, 
is  a  confirmation  of  the  accomplice  in  some  fact  which  goes  to 
fix  the  guilt  on  the  particular  person  charged."'    I  am  aware 
that  there  are  cases  holding  that  the  confirmatory  proof  need 
not  in  all  instances  affect  the  identity  of  the  accused,  or 
necessarily  connect  him  with  the  offence  charged.     But  the 
decisions  above  cited  are  now  held  better  to  accord  with 
sound  principles  of   law.     It  seems  therefore,  that  if  cor- 
roborating evidence  be  admitted,  it  must  be  such  as  has  some 
necessary  connection  with  the  guilt  of  the  party  charged  or 
of  the  correctness  of  the  statement  of  the  accessory  in  rela- 
tion to  such  evidence.     True,  a  party  may  be  convicted, 
(although  he  in  general  will  not  be,)  on  the  uncorroborated 
evidence   of   an    accomplice,   but   if   the    case    is  to   be 
strengthened  by   corroborating   proof,    the  rights  of   the 
accused  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  confirmation  on  imma^ 
terial  points  or  as  to  facts  which  in  no  way  connect  him 
with  the  offense.     Mrs.  Bronk  testified,  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  arrange  and  in  fact,  arranged  the  combustibles, 
left  the  window  open  for  her  to  enter,  placed  a  box  under 
the   window,   to  render  access  easy, — was   near  the  miU 
when  she  set  the  fire  and  left  the  building,  that  he  then 
signaled  her.     All  these  facts  were  material  on  the  question 
of  the  defendants  guilt,  and  proof  of  either  by  the  testimony 
of  another  person,  would  have  been  admissible  to  corroborate 
Mrs.  Bronk.     So  too  the  fact  of  giving  her  money  soon  after 
the  fire,  she  having  sworn  that  he  agreed  so  to  do,  if  an 
unusual  circumstance,  or  if  the  sum  was  unusual  in  amount, 
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might  be  admissible.  But  the  fact  proveid  by  other 
Mritnesses^  that  the  mill  was  burned  at  the  time  she  stated^ 
was  no  corroboration  of  her  testimony,  that  it  was  burned 
at  the  defendants  instigation.  She  also,  swore  that  she  met 
th^  defendant  on  the  evening  of  the  fire,  in  the  street  and 
at  her  house,  when  the  perpetration  of  the  crime  was 
arranged  between  them ;  for  him  to  meet  her  at  her  house  or 
openly  in  the  street  was  no  unusual  circumstance.  Would 
other  proof  of  the  fact,  that  they  so  met,  have  been  cor- 
roborating evidence  on  the  issue  of  the  defendants  guilt  f 
clearly  not.  But  of  what  they  said,  if  overheard,  and  if  it 
comported  with  her  statement  as  to  the  arrangement  to 
commit  the  crime,  would  have  been  corroborating  evidence. 
So  too,  proof  by  other  witnesses  of  their  intimacy  while  it 
corresponded  with  her  testimony  as  to  that  fact,  did  not 
corroborate  her  on  the  material  point  in  issue*  It  seems  to 
follow  that  proof  of  the  simple  fact,  that  the  defendant  gave 
her  money,  which  it  appeared,  he  was  accustomed  to  do, 
and  especially  of  the  more  remote  and  irrelevant  circum- 
stance, that  she  paid  that  or  similar  money  to  third  persons 
just  as  she  testified  she  did,  was  not  corroborating  evidence 
that  he  employed  her  to  commit  the  felony.  Perhaps  it 
was  admissible  to  show  that  he  in  fact  gave  her  money ; 
but  considered  ip  connection  with  the  additional  fact  that 
he  was  accustomed  so  to  do,  it  rested  on  the  extreme  verge 
of  propriety. 

The  remaining  evidence  introduced  with  a  view  to  cor- 
roboration, that  she  arranged  to  meet  a  third  person  at 
Quaker  street  to  close  the  arrangement  for  the  place,  and 
that  she  in  fact  paid  similar  money  to  that,  she  said  she 
received  from  the  defendant  to  third  persons  was  clearly 
remote  and  irrelevant  to  the  issue.  This  evidence  was 
improperly  admitted ;  and  it  was  of  a  character,  as  the  case 
stood  before  the  jury,  likely  to  afiect  their  verdict.  Its 
admission  was  therefore  error. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  evidence  bearing  on  the  question 
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of  the  credibily  of  Mrs.  Bronk  was  improperly  excluded. 
The  defease  sought  to  impeach  the  witness  by  evidence 
of  general  character;  six  witnesses  were  introduced,  each  of 
whom  swore  that  her  character  was  bad ;  that  her  ruputa- 
tion  for  truth  was  bad,  and  had  been  for  a  period  extending 
back  almost  to  her  childhood;  that  they  would  not  believe 
her  on  oath. 

Counter  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  people  by 
five  witnesses,  who  testified  that  they  were  acquainted  with 
her  character,  and  that  they  would  prior  to  the  fire  and  to 
her  arrest  have  believed  her  on  oath. 

On  cross-examination  of  two  of  these  witnesses,  the 
defendant's  counsel  sought  to  show  that  her  character  at 
the  time  she  testifid  was  bad,  and  that  they  would  not  then 
believe  her  on  oath.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  :  Ist. 
On  the  ground  that  the  inquiry  should  be  limited  to  what 
her  character  was  before  the  fire :  2d.  That  the  number 
of  impeaching  witnesses  had  been  limited  by  the  court  to 
six  on  a  side,  and  that  the  defendant  had  exhausted  his  full 
compliment.  The  objection  was  sustained  and  the  evidence 
excluded.  If  excluded  on  the  first  ground  of  objection  it 
was  manifest  error.  The  jury  were  to  determine  the  credi- 
bility of  the  witness  at  the  time  she  testified.  The  question 
for  them  was,  whether  she  was  then  at  the  time  she  spoke, 
a  truthful  and  reliable  witness.  It  was  competent  tor  the 
district  attorney  to  fix  the  limit  of  his  inquiry  at  some 
prior  period,  but  the  point  to  be  reached  by  the  proof,  was 
for  all  that,  her  standing  for  truth  and  veracity  at  the  time 
she  testified.  As  was  said  in  Willard  agt.  Goodnotigh,  (30 
Vt  397,)  it  is  priacticably  impossible  to  limit  the  scope 
of  the  answer  to  -any  particular  period.  The  testimony 
when  given  under  such  a  question,  will  bear  more  or  less 
strongly  upon  the  present  character  of  the  impeached 
witness,  according  as  it  fixes  the  existence  of  the  bad  charac- 
ter at  a  more  or  less  recent  point  of  time.  •  •  •  •  •  The 
present  character  is  the  point  in  issue.     What  the  character 
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formerly  had  beea  is  relevant  only,  as  it  blends  with  the 
continious  web  of  life  and  tinges  its  present  texture.  {See 
also  Bucker  agt.  Beaty^  3  Ind,^  70;  Bogers  agt.  LewiSy  19 
Ind.y  400  ;  Arnold  agt.  Cobby  21  Ind.j  493). 

So  it  might  be  argued  that  if  Mrs.  Bronk  was  a  person 
whose  statements  upon  oath  were  to  be  credited  before  the 
commission  of  the  felony,  she*  was  still  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  at  the  time  of  testifying,  also  to  be 
credited.  In  Sle&per  agt  Van  Middlesworthy  (4  Denio  431), 
Judge  Beardslet  remarked  that  the  law  indulged  a  strong 
presumption  against  any  sudden  change  in  the  moral  as  well 
as  in  the  mental  and  social  condition  of  man — that  a  state 
of  mind  once  proved  to  exist,  is  presumed  to  remain 
unchanged  till  the  contrary  appears.  Now  the  district 
attorney  proved  Mrs.  Bronk  to  be  a  credible  person  in  the 
opinion  of  the  witnesses^  prior  to  the  fire  and  rested,  as 
well,  he  might  according  to  Judge  Beahdsley,  on  the 
presumption  which  such  opinion  supported.  The  defend- 
ant then  bad  a  right  to  meet  and  overthrow  this  presump- 
tion by  inquiring  of  the  witnesses,  on  cross-examitation, 
whether  they  would  then  believe  her  upon  oath.  If  they 
would  not,  the  argument  and  inference  in  favor  of  her 
credibility  based  on  her  former  standing  in  community, 
were  efiectually  overcome.  And  if  they  would  still  deem 
her  credible,  considering  her  present  general  character,  and 
her  sworn  admission  of  guilt,  such  fact  was  important 
with  a  view  to  test  the  value  of  their  own  opinion  favora- 
ble to  Mrs.  Bronks  integrity  as  a  witness  given  on  their 
direct  examination.  It  is  plain  I  think,  that  this  was  a 
proper  subject  of  inquiry  on  cross-examination  of  witnesses, 
who  had  spoken  to  her  credibility  at  a  period  long  anterior 
to  the  trial. 

But  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  evidence  was  excluded 
on  the  ground  of  objection,  secondly  stated,  to  wit,  that  the 
number  of  impeaching  witnesses  had  been  limited  to  six  on 
a  side.     It   was   undoubtedly  competent  for  the  court  to 
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limit  the  number  of  witnesses  bo  be  examined  on  the  ques- 
tion of  general  character.  But  did  such  limitation  as  to 
number  also,  limit  the  right  of  cross-examination  f  Palpably 
it  did  not,  nor  should  it  have  that  effect— otherwise  the  test 
of  cross-examination  would  be  rendered  valuless.  The 
ruling  as  to  numbers  went  no  further  than  this,  that  each 
party  might  put  six  witnesses  on  the  stand  to  speak  to  the 
credibility  of  the  person  sought  to  be  impeached.  But 
when  on  the  stand,  the  right  of  examination  and  cross- 
examination  should  not  be  infringed. 

Give  the  iruling  the  effect  claimed  for  it,  and  it  would 
deprive  the  party  against  whom  the  witness  was  called,  of 
a  substantial  right,  a  right  to  test  the  capacity,  integrity 
and  means  of  knowledge  possessed  by  the  witness  by  a 
cross-examination.  The  defendant  was,  therefore,  entitled 
to  the  same  right  of  cross-examination  as  if  no  ruling  had 
been  made  in  regard  to  the  number  of  witnesses  on  the 
subject  of  impeachment,  otherwise*  the  limitation  would  be 
itself  improper,  inasmuch  as  it  would  deprive  the  party 
against  whom  the  witness  was  called,  of  a  right  always 
deemed  of  the  utmost  consequence,  a  right  of  full  and 
searching  cross-examination.  In  my  judgment,  the  cross- 
examination  was  here  improperly  abridged.  In  conclusion 
it  may  be  remarked  that  when  a  case  is  sought  to  be 
established  by  the  testimony  of  un  accomplice  who  stands 
in  the  main,  if  not  wholly  uncorroborated,  it  is  due  to  the 
party  accused  and  to  the  cause  of  justice  that  none  but 
evidence  clearly  admissible  under  the  severest  test  should 
be  allowed,  and  that  none  in  the  least  bearing  on  the 
question  of  credibility,  and  admissible  should  be  excluded. 
Mr.  Justice  Beardsley  well  remarked  in  The  People  agt. 
WhitCy  (14  Wend. J  114,)  that  "  when  the  case  is  one  of 
delicacy  and  importance  and  the  evidence  is  nicely  balanced, 
and  the  scale  liable  to  be  affected  by  slight  circumstances, 
the  court  will  be  exceedingly  vigilant  in  preventing  any 
extraneous  or  irrelevant  matter  from  being  brought  before 
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the  jury;"  the  same  may  also  be  saij  in  regard  to  the  rejec- 
tion of  evidence;  which  it  was  the  right  of  the  party  to  lay 
before  the  jury  for  their  consideration.  Now  in  this  case^ 
the  only  direct  evidence  of  guilt  was  given  by  a  confederate 
in  the  crime.  The  witness  was  a  conceded  felon.  The 
evidence  on  which  the  conviction  was  predicated,  came 
from  a  source  admittedly  corrupt.  The  case  before  the 
jury  was  therefore,  one  of  extreme  delicacy,  and  the 
accused  had  the  right  to  insist  that  it  should  be  considered 
by  them  without  possible  en  or  in  the  admission  or  rejec- 
tion of  evidence,  tested  by  the  strictest  rules.  The  charge 
of  the  learned  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  was  eminently 
fair  and  impartial  The  law  of  the  case  was  clearly  and 
explicitly  stated,  and  his  comments  on  the  evidence  were 
unexceptionable.  In  this  regard*  the  defendant  has  no 
cause  for  complaint.  But  for  the  reason  above  suggested, 
the  verdict  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 
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Edward  Mathews   agt.  James  Daley,  Walter  Jones 

and  others. 

A  mtchamic^a  lien  in  the  city  of  New  York,  under  the  act  of  1863,  ctatet  afUr  one  yea  r 
from  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  notice  of  the  lien,  onleBS  by  an  order  of  the  court 
obtained  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  the  lien  is  oontinned,  and  a  new  docket 
made  stating  Boch  fact. 

The  effect  of  the  act  is  not  changed  or  altered,  althoogh  proceedings  may  have  beea 
commenced  within  the  year  to  enforce  or  foreclose  the  lien.  After  the  lien  has 
ceased  ipso  facto,  no  order  directing  the  connty  clerk  to  dischai^ge  it  is  necessary ; 
and  if  it  was  necessary,  the  oonrt  has  no  power  to  grant  it» 

Special  Terntj  January^  1870. 

The  motion  is  for  an  order  directing  the  county  clerk  to 
discharge  of  record  certain  mechanics'  liens.  It  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  premises  No.  38  Broad 
street,  in  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  in  August,  1865,  he 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  defendant  Jones,  for  €he 
erection  of  a  building  on  said  lot ;  that  said  Jones  made  a 
sub-contract  with  one  Joyce  for  the  carpenter  work ;  that 
in  order  to  carry  out  his  said  contract,  Joyce  made  parol 
agreements  with  the  defendant  Daley  and  others,  in 
pursuance  of  which,  they  performed  labor  and  furnished 
materials  for  the  erection  of  said  building.  The  work 
having  been  subsequently  abandoned  by  Joyce,  Daley  and 
the  other  defendants,  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1866, 
iiled  liens  for  the  amounts  due  them  respectively.  Soon 
after  the  owner,  Mathews,  commenced  a  proceeding  in  this 
court  against  the  contractor  and  all  the  lienors,  to  foreclose 
the  liens.  The  matter  was  referred  to  a  referee,  who  in 
December,  1866,  made  his  report  in  favor  of  Daley  and  the 
other  lienors,  since  which  time,  it  seems,  nothing  has  been 
done  in  the  matter.     With  a  single  exception,  no  order  of 
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the  court  continuing  either  of  the  said  liens  was  ever 
obtained  by  any  of  the  lienors.  This  motion  was  now 
made  by  the  owner,  for  an  order  directing  the  county  clerk 
to  discharge  the  liens  of  record. 

NiLEs  and  Baglet,  /or  motion. 
Francis  Byrne,  opposed. 

LoEW,   J. — ^Under   the  Mechanics'  Lien   law  of   1863, 
{Laws  of  1S6S,  chap.j  500,)  a  lien  ceases  after  one  year  from 
the  time  of  filing  the  notice  of  lien,  unless  by  an  order  of 
the  court,  obtained  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  the 
lien  is  continued,  and  a  new  docket  made  stating  such  fact. 
{Sec.  11  of  the  act]  Welch  agt.  The  Mayor,  dtc,  19  -466. 
Pr.,  132 ;  PoerschJce  agt.  Kedenburg,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.j  172). 
And  it  makes  no  difference  that  a   proceeding  was  com- 
menced   before  the  expiration  of  the   year  to   enforce  or 
foreclose  such  lien.     The  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case 
of  Paine  agt.  Bonney,   (4  JE.  D.  Smithy  734,)  which  has 
been  cited  as  deciding  the  contrary,  has  no  application,  as 
it  was  made  under  the  law  of  1851,  which  provided  that 
every  lien  created  under  that  act  should  continue  until  the 
expiration  of  one  year  from  the  creation  thereof,  *'and  until 
judgment  rendered  in  any  proceedings  for  the  enforcement 
thereof."     T  am  aware  that  in  PoerschJce  agt.  Kedenburg, 
{supra)  which  was  decided  under  the  act  of  1863,  Judge 
Barrett  was  of  the  opinion  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  lien 
continues  after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  without  the  pro- 
curement of  an  order  of  the  court.     But  while  I  entertain 
the  greatest  respect  for  the  opinion  of  that  learned  judge, 
and  while  I  concede  that  there  is  a  discrepancy  or  incongruity 
between  the  tenth  and  eleventh  sections  of  the  act  which 
would   seem   to  favor   his  view,   still    I   cannot,   in   this 
mstance,  agree  with  him.     The  language  of  section   1 1  is 
clear  and  explicit,  that  '^  liens  shall  in  all  cases  cease  after 
one  year,  unless  by  order  of  the  court,"  &c.    Wt  must  bear 
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in  mind  that  this  statute  is  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law  and  should  be  construed  strictly.  In  addition,  it  will 
be  found  on  examination,  that  the  opinion  of  Judge  Brady 
in  the  case  of  Poerschkij  agt.  Kedenburg^  (supra^)  and  also 
the  case  of  Welch  agt.  the  Mayor,  {supra^)  and  Freeman  agt. 
Cram,  (3  N.  F.,  308,)  sustain  the  view  of  the  case  which  I 
have  taken.  It  follows  that  the  conditions  prescribed  by 
the  act  must  be  complied  with  or  the  lien  will  be  lost. 
{BlauveU  agt.  Woodworth,  Zl  N.  Y.,  286).  The  liens  in 
this  case  having  ceased,  ipso  facto,  no  order  directing  the 
county  clerk  to  discharge  them  is  necessary.  But  even  if 
it  were  otherwise,  the  court  has  no  power  to  make  such  au 
order. 

Section  XO  of  the  act  specifies  in  what  cases  liens  may  be 
discharged,  by  order  of  the  court  and  otherwise,  but  does 
non  include  tbe  one  under  consideration.  By  section  11  no 
power  is  conferred  on  any  court  to  order  a  lien  to  be  dis- 
charged, but  all  liens  not  continued  by  the  court,  as  in  said 
section  provided,  are  absolutely  discharged  after  one  year, 
by  the  mere  effect  of  the  statute  itself,  without  any  other 
act  or  proceeding.  My  attention  has  been  called  to  a 
decision  of  Judge  Daly,  in  the  case  of  Jones  agt.  Foe,  {not 
reported,)  which,  it  is  claimed,  is  decisive  of  this  question. 
From  an  examination  of  the  papers  on  file  in  the  clerk's 
office,  it  appears  that  it  is  a  case  in  point,  and  that  the 
learned  and  able  chief  judge  did  make  such  an  order  therein 
as  is  now  asked  for.  But  I  am  informed  that  it  was 
formerly  the  practice  to  grant  motions  of  this  kind,  and  it 
seems  that  the  point  was  not  fully  considered  when  the 
order  referred  to  was  made.  I  may  add  that  I  have  con- 
sulted with  my  two  associates,  Judges  Daly  and  Van 
Brunt,  and  am  permitted  to  say  that  they  both  concur  in 
the  conclusions  which  I  have  arrived  at  in  this  case.  The 
motion  must  be  denied. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 


Mabqabbt  Hobbs  age.  Isaac  Wbthsrwail 


On  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  in  a  jiutioe's  court  to  the  ooontr  couit,  bhe  jnttice 
cannot  be  compelled  to  return  the  eovdmyot  taken  before  bim  on  «]m  dial,  where 
the  case  is  a  proper  one  for  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court. 

And  whether  the  case  is  a  proper  one  for  a  new  trial  in  the  conat/  court,  depends 
upon  the  amount  stated  and  claimed  in  the  pleadings — ^it  mast  exceed  $50. 

Although  ffrcwing  gran  is  a  part  of  the  realty  and  no  interest  tbensin  can  be  sold  by 
parol  agreement,  being  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  which  lequires  it  to  be  in 
writing,  yet  where  a  parol  agreement  is  made  between  landlofJ  and  tenant,  to  let 
the  farm  to  be  vorhei  on  sharet,  the  landlord  is  not  at  liberty  to  treat  the  agree- 
ment Toid  under  the  statute  of  frauds,  as  to  the  meadow  laa^,  and  valid  as  to  the- 
other  crops  of  grain,  yegetablee,  &C.,  and  that  the  agreement  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  a  revocable  license  as  respects  the  grass. 

It  is  a  settled  priuciple  of  law  that  if  a  part  of  a  contract  be  void,  under  the  statute 
of  frauds,  the  whole  is  void. 

Where  a  contract,  void  because  not  in  writing,  has  been  so  far  performed  that  it 
would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  party,  or  operate  as  a  great  hardship  upon  him,  unless 
carried  out,  it  will  be  enforced,  notwithstanding  the  statute. 


Fourth  District^  Oenerdl  Temty  July^  1868. 

Before  James,  Rosekrans,  Potteb  and  Bockes^  Justices. 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace. 
The  plaintiff  complained  against  the  defendant  for  cutting 
and  carrying  away  from  her  premises^  a  quantity  of  hay  to 
her  damage  of  seventy  dollars.  The  answer  was  a  general 
denial.  On  the  trial  before  the  justice,  the  plaintiff  failed  to 
recover,  and  a  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendant. 
The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  county  court  and  claimed  a 
new  trial  The  justice  returned  the  process,  pleadings  and 
judgment,  but  not  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  before 
him.  Thereupon,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  county  court, 
to  compel  him  to  return  such  evidence,  which  motion  was 
denied.  An  appeal  was  taken  from  the  order  denying  the 
motion  to  the  supreme  court,  where  the  order  was  affirmed. 
Vol.  XJrXVm.  35 


386       ^^^  YORK  PBAOnCE  BEFOBT8. 

Hobbs  ogt  Wetherwaz. 


On  the  trial  in  the  county  court,  the  plaintiff  had  judgment 
for  $7.5t)  damages,  with  $96.59  costs.  An  appeal  was 
then  taken  from  the  judgment  to  this  court.  Before 
entering  upon  the  trial  in  the  county  court,  the  defendant 
objected  to  the  drawing  of  a  jury  or  to  any  proceedings  in 
the  cause  on  the  ground  that  under  the  pleadings  a  new 
trial  could  not  be  had,  and  that  the  case  presented  quf^stions 
of  law  only. 

The  court  overruled  the  objection  and  the  defendant 
excepted.  A  jury  was  impannelled  and  the  trial  proceeded. 
The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  showing  that  the  defendant 
entered  her  meadow  and  cut  and  carried  away  a  quantity 
of  hay.  The  defendant  justified  the  acts  complained  of,  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  taken  the  plaintiff's  premises 
including  the  meadow,  to  work  on  shares,  and  was  entitled 
to  cut  and  divide  the  hay  as  he  did  do,  and  that  he  had 
taken  his  proportion  only.  It  was  not  disputed  that  the 
plaintiff  let  by  parol  a  portion  of  the  premises  to  the 
defendant  on  work  on  shares  and  that  the  latter  put  in  crops 
under  such  agreement.  But  the  plaintiff  denied  that  such 
letting  included  the  meadow,  and  also  claimed  that  if  the 
meadow  were  included  in  the  letting,  such  letting,  as 
regarded  the  meadow,  was  within  the  statute  of  the  frauds 
and  void,  because  not  evidenced  by  a  writing.  On  this 
question,  the  county  judge  by  his  charge  and  refusals  to 
charge,  held  with  the  plaintiff.     The  defendant  excepts. 

A.  C.  Stbong,  attorney  for  the  plaintiff 
J.  L.  Hill,  of  counsel  for  defendant 

By  the  Courty  Bogkes,  J. — The  objection  that  a  new  trial 
could  not  be  had  in  the  county  court,  and  that  the  case  pre- 
sented questions  of  law  only,  seems  to  have  been  already 
determined  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  court.  A  motion 
was  made  in  the  county  court  to  compel  a  return  of  the  evi- 
dence given  before  the  justice  and  his  proceedings  on  the  trial 
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before  him,  which  was  denied.  On  appeal  to  this  court  the 
order  denying  such  motion  was  affirmed^  and  as  I  under- 
Btandy  on  the  ground  that  the  case  was  one  for  a  new  trial 
But  were  the  question  open  in  this  case^  it  would  probably 
be  controlled  by  the  decision  in  (Ovenshire  agt.  Adee^  27 
Hato^y  368).  It  was  there  held  that  the  amount  stated  and 
claimed  in  the  pleadings  determined  the  right  of  the  appel- 
lant to  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court.  The  language  of  the 
Code  is  clear  and  specific.  It  is  that  on  such  appeal  when 
the  amount  of  the  claim  or  claims,  for  which  judgment  was 
demanded  by  either  party  in  the  pleadings,  exceeds  fifty 
dollars,  a  new  trial  should  be  had  in  the  county  court. 
In  the  case  in  hand  the  amount  for  which  judgment  was 
demanded  in  the  complaint  was  seventy  doUars.  We  are 
satisfied  with  the  reasoning  and  conclusion  in  Ovenshire 
agt.  Adee,  {supraj)  viiiich  case  is  in  support  of  the  ruling 
of  the  county  court  on  the  objection  above  stated. 

This  brings  us  to  consider  the  ruliiig  of  the  court  on  the 
questions  raised  by  the  charge  to  the  jury. 

The  learned  county  judge,  held  and  instructed  the  jury, 
First :  That  if  the  meadow  was  not  included  in  the  letting 
to  the  defendant,  then  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
for  all  the  grass  cut  and  carried  away  by  him,  and  Secondly: 
That  if  included,  then  she  was  also  entitled  to  recover  for 
the  cutting  subsequent  to  the  revocation,  as, to  which  there 
was  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

In  regard  to  the  first  proposition,  of  course  there  can  be 
no  question.  If  the  meadow  was  not  embraced  in  the 
letting  to  the  defendant,  he  had  no  justification  for  his  acts, 
and  was  a  trespasser.  In  this,  the  ruling  was  manifestly 
right,  and  judging  from  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  it  is 
highly  probable  that  the  jury  found  that  the  meadow  was 
not  so  included,  as  the  verdict  seems  to  have  been  rendered 
for  the  full  value  of  the  grass,  taken  away  by  the  defendant. 
But  the  action  was  trespass  and  the  verdict  was  general. 
It  may,  therefore,  have  been  rendered  for  dan^ages  assessed 
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for  the  cutting  subsequent  to  the  revocation.  We  are  con- 
sequently, required  to  consider  the  question  presented  by 
the  second  proposition  embraced  in  the  charge.  The 
question  then  is^  was  the  county  court  right  in  holding 
that  even  if  the  meadow  were  included  in  the  letting  of 
the  premises  to  the  defendant,  such  letting  not  bemg  in 
writing  was  void  as  regards  the  meadow,  except  as  a 
revocable  license,  and  afforded  no  grounds  of  defense  to  the 
plaintiff's  claim  for  such  acts  as  succeeded  the  revocation  T 
The  plaintiff  insists  that  the  growing  grass  was  part  of 
the  realty,  and  that  no  property  or  interest  therein  could  be 
created  unless  by  writing,  except  under  lease  for  a  term 
not  exceeding  one  year;  (2  R.  S.,  135,  ^  6-8).  It  is, 
therefore,  claimed  that  the  letting  was  void  except  as  a 
license  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  party.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  decided  that  growing  tree9,  fruit  and  grass,  being 
the  natural  product  of  the  earth  and  not  annual  produce 
obtained  by  cultivation,  are  part  and  parcel  of  the  land 
itself,  and  cannot  be  sold  as  chattels  on  execution,  as  may 
be  growing  crops  of  grain  and  vegetables.  The  former 
descends  to  the  heir  as  a  part  of  the  inheritance,  the  latter 
belong  to  the  executor  or  administrator  as  a  part  of  the 
personalty.  {Ghreen  agt.  Armstrong^  1  Denio^  560 ;  Bank 
of  Lansinbwrgh  agt.  Grary^  1  Barb.j  543 :  Warren  agt. 
Lelandj  2  Barb.^  613 ;  Bennett  agt.  Scott,  18  Barb.j  347 ; 
McGregor  agt.  JBrotm,  10  N.  F.,  114 ;  Pierq^ont  agt. 
Bamardy  6  N.  F.,  297).  Q-rowing  trees,  grass  and  fruit, 
are  therefore,  within  the  statute  of  frauds  and  cannot  be 
sold  by  parol  Being  part  of  the  realty  no  interest  therein 
can  be  granted  unless  in  writing.  But  a  right  to  cut  stand- 
ing timber,  given  by  parol,  is  good  as  a  license  and  will 
protect  the  party  until  revoked.  It  is,  however,  revocable 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  party  giving  it.  This  was  directly 
decided  in  Bennett  agt.  {Scott,  18  Barb,,  347) ;  and  Whit^ 
agt.  The  Auburn  and  Syracuse  R.  B.  Co.,  16  Hill,  61).  It 
was  in  accordance  with  these  decisions,  undoubtedly  that 


NEW  YOBK  PRAOnOE  KEPOBTa  389 

Hobbs  agt  Wetherwaz. 

the  learned  county  judge  held  that  the  agreement  to  work 
the  plaintiff's  premises  on  shares  being  by  parol;  was  but 
a  revocable  license  in  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  growing 
grass.  I  am  not  aware  that  the  precise  question  here 
presented  has  ever  been  decided  in  this  court.  It  is  a 
question  of  the  gravest  importance,  for  as  all  well  know,  a 
great  proportion  of  the  agreements  made  under  which  the 
lands  throughout  the  state  are  worked  on  shares,  rest  in 
parol.  If  these  agreements  are  void  as  to  growing  grass, 
they  are  wholly  void  when  they  embrace,  as  they  com- 
monly do,  meadow  to  be  mowed,  or  the  right  to  cut 
standing  timber  for  fuel — for  it  is  a  settled  principle  of  law, 
that  if  a  part  of  a  contract  be  void  under  the  statute  of 
frauds,  the  whole  is  void.  {De  Beershi  agt.  Paige^  36  N.  F., 
537 ;  see  also  cases  cited  on  page  339).  The  question  then 
is,  may  the  landlord  at  the  beginning  of  the  harvest,  after 
the  crops  are  all  put  in  and  the  labor  of  cultivation  ended, 
revoke  and  trea^the  agreement  void;  or  may  the  tenant 
revoke  at  pleasure  when  he  finds  it  for  his  interest  so  to 
do?  If  it  be  so,  the  statute  of  frauds,  which  sanctions  the 
prbceeding  and  protects  the  party,  becomes  an  instrument 
of  wrong  and  oppression.  It  may  be  said  that  if  the  land- 
lord revoke,  the  tenant  may  recover  for  his  services  on  a 
quantum  meruit.  But  suppose  the  season  has  been  pro- 
pitious and  his  share  of  the  crops  far  exceeds  his  services  in 
value,  will  a  recovery  for  work,  labor  and  services,  reduced 
perhaps  by  a  set  off  for  house  rent,  meet  the  justice  of  the 
casef  Besides,  is  it  nothing  to  be  thrown  out  of  employ- 
ment, and  to  have  his  family  thrust  out  of  doors  ?  For 
these  injuries  he  could  have  no  redress,  inasmuch  as  he 
could  not  resort  to  the  void  agreement  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  damages.  {Erben  agt.  LoriUardj  19  N.  F., 
299).  In  this  case  it  \^as  held  that  when  the  agreement  is 
void,  it  furnishes  no  evidence  on  which  to  base  a  rule  of 
damages,  for  a  recovery  between  the  parties.  The  statute 
of  frauds  was  not  intended  to  work  injustice,  and  to  avoid 
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such  result,  it  has  long  been  a  settled   principle,  that  in 
equity,  part  performance  takes  the   parol  agreement  out 
of  its  operation.     When  a  contract  void  because  not  in 
writing,  has  been  so  far  performed  that  it  would  be  a  fraud 
npoD  the  party,  or  operate  as  a  great  hardship  upon  him, 
unless  carried  out,  it  will  be  enforced,  notwitstanding  the 
statute.     {Malins  agt.  Brown^  4  Com.,  403 ;    Bennett  agt. 
AbramSj  41  Barb.y  619;   Byan  agt.  Dox^  34  K    Z,  307; 
Lowry  agt.  Tew^  3  Barb.  Ch.y  407 ;  Rathbone  agt.  Bathboney 
6  Barb.y  98 ;   Story^s  Eq.,  \  769  ;   WiUard's  Eq.j  2S3-4-6). 
Judge  WiLLARD  says :   that  the  principle  of  this  class  of 
cases  is,  that  if  one  of  the  contracting  parties  induces  the 
other  so  to  act,  that  if  the  contract  be  abandoned  he  cannot 
be  restored  to  his  former  position,   the  contract  must  be 
considered  as  perfected  in  equity,  and  a  refusal  to  complete 
it  at  law  is  in  the  nature  or  a  fraud.     In  another  case,  it  is 
said  that  a  party  who  has  permitted  another  to  perform  acts 
on  the  faith  of  an   agreement,  shall   no(  insist  that  the 
agreement  is  bad,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  treat  those  acts 
as  if  it  never  had  existed.     The  case  at  bar  falls  directly 
within  the  principle  established  by  the  authorities,  above 
cited.     The  plaintiff   was  not  at  liberty   to   retain   the 
advantages  of  the   agreement  and  a  the  same  time  urge 
its  invalidity.     The  plaintiff  then  could  not  revoke.     The 
agreement  was  to  a  very  considerable  extent  performed — so 
far  executed  that  the  rights  of  the   parties  could  not  be 
preserved  unless  carried  out  according  to  the  original  inten- 
tion.   The  county  court  therefore,  erred  in  holding  that  the 
agreement  between  the  parties  proved  in  this  case,  operated 
as  a  revocable  license,  merely  in  so  far  as  it  had  application 
to  the  growing  grass. 

The  part  performance  was  too  available  to  the  defendant, 
as  a  defense  in  the  action  commenced  in  the  justice's  court. 
He  was  sued  in  trespass,  and  his  defense  was  the  agreement . 
with  the  plaintiff,  authorizing  and  justifying  the  acts  com- 
plained of.     If  valid,  the  agreement  afforded  full  protection. 
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Having  been  so  far  executed  as  to  entitle  the  defendant  to 
have  it  carried  out,  it  was  valid  and  just  as  effectually  a 
protection  for  all  acts  done  under  it,  as  if  it  had  been  in 
writing,  subscribed  by  the  parties.  The  judgment  must 
be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  had  in  the  county  court^  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event.  I .  do  not  wish  to  be  understood 
as  intimating  the  opinion  that  a  letting  of  a  farm  by  parol 
for  a  year,  to  be  worked  on  shares,  is  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  void.  On  the  contrary,  I  am  inclined  to  a 
different  opinion.  But  all  the  members  of  the  court  are 
not  entirely  satisfied  on  that  point,  and  inasmuch  as  the 
case  may  rest  on  the  ground  above  considered,  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  decide  the  question  last  suggested.  Judg- 
ment reversed,  new  trial  ordered,  coats  to  abide  the  event. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  Rb  James  EmaoN. 

Where  aolidtor  of  bankrupt  moTed  that  the  assignee  be  ordered  to  amend  hia  retain 
in  a  certain  respect,  bat  nothing  appeared  to  show  wherein  each  amendment  was 
proper  or  necessary,  or  what  interest  of  the  bankrapt  woald  be  effected,         . 

SM--The  assignee,  on  this  oertifioate  not  showing  the  &eta,  is  not  required  to 
make  the  amendment 

Southern  District  of  New  Torhy  Februaryy  1869. 
Before  John  FrrCH,  Register. 

The  above  entitled  cause  is  now  pending  before  me. 
That  it  appears  by  the  schedules  annexed  to  the  petition  of 
the  above  named  petitioner  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
and  the  amendments  of  the  same^  that  the  assets  consist  of 
a  small  amount  of  money^  a  few  notes^  and  a  large  number 
of  book  accounts,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  about 
$17,000.  There  is  no  proof  before  me  that  any  part  of 
either  of  the  notes  or  book  accounts  are  collectable.  The 
assignee,  Stephen  V.  White  made  his  return  on  the  10th 
day  of  November,  1869,  under  oath,  after  the  return  of  the 
order  to  show  cause,  why  the  said  bankrupt  should  not  be 
discharged,  the  material  part  of  which  is  as  follows,  to  wit : 
^'  That  he,  said  assignee,  as  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects 
of  said  bankrupt,  has  received  on  account  of  the  said  estate 
the  sum  of  thirty  dollars  and  fifty  cents  in  money,  mentioned 
in  the  amended  schedules  of  said  bankrupt,  that  he  has  paid 
out  for  account  of  said  estate  the  sum  of  nine  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  for  the  publication  of  the  notice  of  his  appoint- 
ment as  such  assignee,  which  sum  has  been  refunded  to  him 
by  said  bankrupt ;  that  he  has  also  received  from  said 
bankrupt  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars  on  account  of  his 
fees  as  such  assignee ;  that  he  has  also  received  a  portion  of 
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the  promissory  notes  mentioned  in  the  amended  schedules 
of  said  bankrupt,  but  that  all  of  said  notes  are  as  deponent 
is  informed  and  believes,  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita 
tions,  and  are  by  said  bankrupt  pronounced  worthless,  and 
deponent  believes  them  to  be  of  no  value  whatever ;  and 
that  deponent  as  such  assignee  has  received  no  other  assets 
whatever  on  account  of  said  estate. 

The  solicitor  for  the  bankrupt  upon  petition  and  the  pro- 
ceedings and  proofs  in  this  cause,  moves  for  an  order 
requiring  said  assignee  to  amend  his  return  as  follows,  to 
wit :  ^'  And  that  there  has  also  come  to  my  hands  certain 
open  accounts  due  to  the  bankrupt  as  member  of  the  firm 
of  Kingon  and  Elmore,  as  are  set  forth  in  schedule  B  8  of 
amended  schedules,  which  open  accounts  amount  in  the 
aggregate  to  $17,708.67.  I  have  made  no  effort  to  collect 
the  same  or  any  of  them,  and  have  no  knowledge  that  they 
can  or  cannot  be  collected." 

The  decision  of  this  motion  involves  the  questions  of  the 
rights,  powers  and  duties  of  an  assignee,  and  the  power  of 
the  courts  over  them  and  their  proceedings.  It  is  to  be 
regretted  that  the  framers  of  the  bankrupt  law  did  not,  in 
defining  the  duties  of  the  assignee,  more  fully  state  the 
power  and  duty  of  the  court  to  control  his  action,  and  to 
compel  his  obedience  to  its  orders,  but  the  law  and  practice 
of  the  courts  give  sufficient  power  to  the  courts  for 
all  practical  purposes  to  compel  the  assignee  to  obey  its 
orders. 

In  England,  the  \x)urts  hold  an  assignee  to  be  a  person 
appointed  by  the  court  during  the  pendency  of  a  suit,  to  do 
and  perform  certain  acts  under  the  direction  and  order  of 
the  court,  or  under  the  provisions  of  some  statutory  enact- 
ment. {WyatPs  Prac.  Beg.j  355).  He  is  an  officer  of  the 
court.  (Matter  of  Bv/rkej  B.  and  JB.,  74,)  and  cannot  be 
disturbed  by  any  body  without  leave  of  the  court.  {Fair^ 
field  agt.  Weston,  2  8.  S  Sy  98]  Bryan  agt.  Cormack,  1  Cox 
422;    Wardel  agt.  Loyd,  2  MoUoyj  388;    Hutchinson  agt 
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Lord  Bdssarenej  2  B.  <&  B.,  55  j  M.  5.,  case  of  Broad  agt. 
Wickhamy  1  SmitVs  Ch,  Prac.f  600).  His  appointment 
was  provisional  only,  and  was  subject  a  ail  times  upon 
proper  cause  shown  to  removal  by  the  court.  {Skipp  agt. 
Hamond,  3  *Atk.,  564 ;  Cooke  agt.  Gwynn,  3  Atk.,  690). 
He  was  appointed  by  the  court  as  an  indifferent  person  and 
as  an  officer  of  the  court  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  parties  in 
interest.  {Davis  agt.  Duke  of  Marlborough^  2  Swanst,  125). 
The  court  itself  had  the  care  of  the  property  in  dispute  or 
effects  of  the  estate,  and  the  assignee  was  but  the  creature 
of  the  court.  If  he  was  interfered,  intermeddled  with  or 
threatened  with  violence,  the  court  would  protect  him  and 
punish  whoever  molested  him.  {Fit^patrick  agt.  -Eyre,  1 
Mollotfy  171).  Such  was  the  practice  of  the  English  courts 
until  the  passage  of  The  English  Bankruptcy  Acts  of  23  and 
24,  Vic.  C.y  134;  and  12  and  13  Vic.  C,  106,  provide  that 
the  majority  in  value  of  the  creditors  who  have  proved  their 
debts  may  chose  an  assignee  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
court.  A  similar  provision  was  unfortunately  contained  in 
the  insolvent  laws  of  this  state,  usually  known  as  the  two* 
third  act,  allowing  the  creditors  to  petition  the  court  for  the 
appointment  of  a  person  as  assignee,  naming  the  person 
whose  appointment  they  requested.  It  was  optional  with 
the  court  to  appoint  the  person  so  named,  or  to  appoint 
some  other  person.  He  was  an  officer  of  the  court  subject 
to  removal  by  the  court,  had  no  powers  except  such  as 
were  conferred  upon  him  by  law  and  by  the  practice  of  the 
court,  {Verplank  agt.  Mercantile  Ihs.  -Co.,  2  PaigCy  462), 
and  under  the  order  and  direction  of  the  court  exercised 
similar  powers  and  duties  as  an  assignee  now  does  under 
the  bankrupt  act. 

"In  section  1st  it  is  provided  "that  the  jurisdiction 
of  said  courts  shaM  extend  to  aU  cases  and  controversies 
arising  between  the  bankrupt  and  any  creditor  or  cred- 
itors who  shall  claim  any  debt  or  demand  under  the 
bankruptcy ;  to  the  collection  of  aU  the  assets  of  the  bank- 
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rupt;  to  the  ascertainment  and  liquidation  of  the  liens  and 
other  specific  claims  thereon ;  to  the  adjustment  of  the 
various  prioritiesy  and  conflicting  interests  of  oM  parties;  to 
the  marshalling  and  disposition  of  the  different  Junds  and 
assetSy  so  as  to  secure  the  rights  of  aU  parties,  and  due  dis- 
tribution of  the  assets  among  all  the  creditors ;  and  to  all 
actSf  matters^  and  things,  to  be  due  unde;-  and  in  virtue  of 
the  bankruptcy,  until  the  final  distribution  and  settlement 
of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  and  the  close  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy. 

**  Judge  Blatchford,  in  re  Glaser^  (/.  B.  22.,  73) ;  held 
^^  that  district  courts  had  original  jurisdiction  in  all  matters 
and  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  that  that  jurisdiction 
extends  to  aU  actSy  matters^  and  things^  to  be  done  under 
and  in  virtue  of  the  bankruptcy."  The  jurisdiction  of  said 
courts  sitting  as  courts  in  bankruptcy  is  sf4perior  and  exclu- 
sive in  all  matters  arising  under  the  statute.  The  estate 
surrendered  is  placed  in  the  custody  of  the  court  so  sitting 
in  bankruptcy,  and  the  officer  (assignee  or  trustee,)  appointed 
to  manage  it  is  accountable  to  the  court  appointing  him, 
and  to  that  court  alone.  No  state  court  has  jurisdiction'  in  or 
can  i/uithdraw  the  property  surrendered,  or  determine  in  any 
degree  the  manner  of  its  disposition.  (In  re  Barrow  re  Loeh, 
Simon  <&  Co.,  re  ff  inter,  1  B.  R.,  125 ;  in  re  Schnepf,  6  /. 
B.  B.,  214;  in  re  Bowie,^  1  B.  B.,  186). 

'*  The  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  at 
once  transfers  to  the  district  court  the  jurisdiction  over  the 
bankrupt,  his  estate,  and  all  parties  and  questions  connected 
therewith,  and  operates  as  a  supersedeas  of  all  process  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff*  of  a  state  court,  and  as  an  injunction 
against  aU  other  proceedings  than  such  as  may  thereupon 
be  had  under  the  authority  of  the  district  court,  until  the 
question  of  'bankruptcy  shaU  be  disposed  of.  {Jones  agt. 
Leach  et  al,  1  B.  R.,  165  ;  Pennington  agt.  Sale,  Bhelan  et 
al,  1  B.  B.,  167). 

^^  The  filing  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  at  once  brings 
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the  property  of  the  insolvent  into  the  bankruptcy  court^  and 
places  it  in  its  custody  and  under  its  protection  as  fully  as 
if  actually  brought  into  the  visible  presence  of  the  court. 
Being  in  the  custody  of  the  court^  no  other  court  can  withotdy 
the  permission  of  the  court  in  bankruptcy^  interfere  with  itj 
and  so  to  interfere  is  a  contempt  of  the  bankrupt  court. 
{In  re  Vogel,  2  B.  B.,  138 ;  In  re  Peoples  Mail  Steamship 
Company^  2  B,  ii.,  170 ;  In  re  Kerosene  Oil  Company^  2  B. 
R,  164 ;  8  C,  on  appeal,  3  B.  iJ.,  31 ;  Breck  &  Terrell,  2 
R,  -B.,  190;  In  re  Wallace,  2  B.  R,  62). 

^*  The  court  has  the  power  on  the  application  of  the 
assignee  or  trustee,  to  order  the  sale  of  encumbered  property, 
free  from  encumbrances,  transferring  the  liens  from  the 
property  to  the  fund  realized  from  its  sale.  {In  re  T.  iZ., 
Stewart,  1  B.  R,  42 ;  In  re  Ba/rrow,  re  Loeh,  Simm  &  Co,, 
re  Winter  y  1  B.  R,  125;  In  re  McLellan.  IB,  R,,  19 ;  In  re 
Columbian  Metal  Works,  3  B,  B,,  18 ;  In  re  Salmons^  2  B. 
R,,  19;  In  re  Alabama  and  Florida  Rail  Road  Company,  1 
B,  R.,  100 ;  Dwight  dt  Ames  et  ah,  2  B.  R,  147 ;  In  re 
Schnepf,  6  I.  R,  R,  124). 

"  Any  lien  upon  the  property  of  a  bankrupt,  so  long  as  the 
property  is  in  the  possession  of  the  court,  or  its  officer,  the 
assignee  or  trustee,  can  only  be  enforced  in  the  district  court 
sitting  as  a  court  of  bankruptcy.  {In  re  People^ s  Mail 
Steamship  Company,  2  B,  R,  170 ;  Davis  agt.  Carpenter  et 
al„  2  B.  R,,  125;  Jones  S  Leach  et  al.,  B.  R.,  166;  In  re 
Vogel,  2  B.  R,,  138 ;  Luckerman  <&  Franklin,  Av,  S.  Inst, 
et  al,,  1  C,  L,  N,,  370 ;  In  re  Kerosene  OH  Company ^  2  B. 
R,  164;  on  appeal  S.  (7.,  3  B.  R.,  31 ;  In  re  Rosenberg,  3  B. 
R,,  33)".  Ruthington^  opinion  as  to  powers  of  assignees 
under  the  court,  &c.,  B,  R,  Vol,,  3  No,,  16. 

The  innovation  upon  the  practice  under  the  English  com- 
mon law  of  the  courts  appointing  trustees,  assignees, 
receivers,  &c.,  caused  by  the  passage  of  the  English  bank- 
rupt act,  was  seriously  felt  by  the  loss  of  thousands  upon 
thousands  of  dollars  by  creditors  of  estates,  when  assignees 
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were  chosen  by  the  creditors ;  the  courts  appointed  fit  and 
proper  persons^  assignees  to  execute  the  trust,  whereas  the 
creditors  usually  chose  some  respectable  but  inefficient  per- 
son, through  whose  inefficiency  large  sums  were  lost  to 
estates,  which  an  efficient  person  would  have  collected. 
The  same  was  true  of  assignees  under  the  bankrupt  act  of 
April  4th,  1800,  and  under  our  late  insolvent  laws,  which 
laws  have  been  superseded  by  the  bankrupt  act  of  March 
2d,  1867.  The  same  fatal  defect,  the  unfortunate  provision 
allowing  creditors  to  choose  an  assignee,  is  contained  in  sec- 
tion 13  of  the  bankrupt  act  of  March  2d,  1867.  I  think  it 
safe  to  say,  that  owing  to  this  unfortunate  provision,  full 
one-fourth  of  the  assets  of  bankrupts  have  been  lost  to  the 
creditors,  when,  bad  the  bankrupt  act  conferred  upon  the 
registers  the  appointment  and  control  of  the  assignees, 
immense  sums  of  money  would  have  been  collected,  where 
under  the  law  as  it  stands,  assignees  do  not  make  any  effort 
whatever  to  collect;  this  is  the  uniform  opinion  of  the 
registers  and  the  attorneys  practicing  in  this  court,  as  well 
as  creditors  who  have  learned  a  sad  lesson  by  experience. 
By  the  bankrupt  act  of  1841,  the  court  appointed  the 
assignees.  By  the  English  bankrupt  act  the  court  could 
make  any  order  to  secure  the  proper  fulfilment  of  the  duties 
by  the  assignee,  which  was  the  reason  why  such  large 
dividends  were  paid  out  of  estates  which  were  administered 
under  said  law,  and  could  compel  the  assignee  to  execute 
any  instrument  necessary  and  proper  in  the  proceedings  in 
a  cause;  could  punish  him  for  any  disobedience  to  any 
order  or  decree  of  the  court,  as  for  a  contempt  of  court, 
such  power  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  Judge  in  bank- 
ruptcy, who  is  an  officer  of  the  coujt  of  bankruptcy  in 
England,  having  the  same  powers  under  the  English  law  as 
a  register  in  bankruptcy  has  under  the  American  bankrupt 
Jaw  of  March  2d,  1867.  {Ex  parte  BaieSy  21  Late  J.  Bank., 
20 ;  16,  Juristy  469). 

Tbe  identical  power  is  given  to  the  court  by  section  18 
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of  the  bankrupt  act  of  March  2d,  1867,  as  follows :  "  That 
the  court  after  due  notice  and  hearing,  may  remove  an 
assignee  for  any  cause,  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
render  such  removal  necessary  or  expedient." 

'^An  assignee  refusing  or  unreasonably  neglecting  to 
execute  an  instrument  when  lawfully  required  by  the 
court  or  disobeying  a  lawful  order  or  decree  of  the  court 
in  the  premises,  may  be  punished  as  for  a  contempt  of 
court." 

By  rule  19  of  the  general  orders  in  bankruptcy,  the  duties 
of  an  assignee  are  in  a  measure  defined  and  his  actions 
governed  by  the  order  of  the  court.  An  assignee  cannot 
even  designate  a  newspaper  in  which  to  publish  the  notice 
of  a  sale  of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  Such  papers  must  be 
designated  by  the  court  or  register,  {Section  28  Bank.  Ad 
and  General  Orders^  21,)  and  may  also  by  an  order  authorize 
the  assignee  to  sell  *^any  specified  portion  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate  at  private  sale."  And  in  making  sales  of  real  estate, 
the  court  or  register  can  authorize  the  sale  thereof  in  par- 
cels, and  may,  under  the  direction  of  the  court  submit  any 
controversy  arising  in  the  settlement  of  the  demands  against 
the  estate,  or  debts  due  it,  to  the  determination  of  arbi- 
trators, &c.  {Section  17,  Benedict  U.  &,  Circuit  Ct.  Bepts. 
Vol,  2,  100). 

All  sales  of  property  belonging  to  the  estates  of  bank- 
rupts made  by  holders  of  deeds  of  trust,  mortgages,  or 
judgment  liens,  are  unlawful  unless  made  by  permisson  of 
the  court  after  due  notice  of  such  application  has  been  given 
to  the  assignee.  {In  re  BigeloWj  1  B.  J?.,  176  ;  Davis  agt. 
Carpenter,  2  B.  iZ.,  125 ;  In  re  Rosenberg,  3  B.  2J.,  33.) 

The  court,  after  due  notice  and  hearing,  may  remove  an 
assignee  for  any  cause  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  court 
renders  such  removal  necessary  or  expedient.  That  an 
assignee  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  court,  resign  his 
trust  and  be  discharged  therefrom.  Vacancies  caused  by 
death  or  otherwise  in  the  office  of  assignee  may  be  filled  by 
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appointment  of  the  court.  From  the  authorities  above 
quoted,  and  the  sections  of  the  bankrupt  act  above  cited,  it 
is  plain  that  an  assignee  is  an  officer  of  the  court^  subject 
to  its  control,  and  can  be  removed  by  the  court  for  any  good 
cause  shown,  and  must  obey  the  orders  of  the  court,  and 
when  he  so  obeys,  he  is  protected  by  the  court. 

The  title  to  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  immediately 
upon  the  filing  of  the  petition  is  transferred  to  the  court, 
and  is  vested  in  the  register  to  whom  the  cause  is  referred, 
who  is  to  keep  it  safely  until  it  can  be  turned  over  to  the 
assignee  when  appointed.  {In  re  Hashrouckj  6  /.  i2.  22., 
115;  S.  C.f  1  Bt^  ^^^7)  And  the  register  may  appoint  a 
watchman  or  custodian  to  take  charge  of  the  property.  {In 
re  Bogarty  et  aZ.,  2  B.  2?.,  178 ;  In  re  Shaffer ,  et  (d.^  2  B.  i?,, 
178,)  and  has  the  power  to  order  the  payment  of  fees  and 
expenses  incurred  in  the  proceedings  out  of  the  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignee.  {In  re  LanCj  2  B.  i2.,  100,)  and 
upon  the  appointment  of  an  assignee,  is  to  convey  by  deed 
all  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  of  whatever  name  or 
nature  except  that  which  is  exempt  by  law.  The  assignee 
then  proceeds  in  accordance  with  sections  14,  15,  16,  17, 
18,  25,  26,  27,  28,  35,  36,  37,  39,  42,  and  48  of  the  act. 

Assignees  will  find  it  to  their  advantage  to  take  the  orders 
of  the  court  when  they  contemplate  doing  any  important 
act,  that  the  registers  should  explain  to  them  their  duties, 
as  the  registers  are  familiar  with  the  duties  reqjiired  of 
assignees.  Any  person  interested  in  the  acts  of  an  assignee 
may  apply  to  the  court  for  an  order  requiring  of  such 
assignee  the  specific  performance  of  any  of  his  duties ;  and 
that  in  this  case  I  have  the  power  at  this  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings to  grant  the  order  asked  for.  {H  GettUston^  Vol.y 
1  B.  B.J  170).  It  was  plainly  the  intention  of  congress 
to  give  the  registers,  acting  as  assistant  district  judges,  the 
same  power  in  all  respects  in  cases  pending  before  them, 
that  the  district  judge  has;  such  has  been  the  uniform 
decision  of  all  the  district  judges  and  the  registers  who  have 
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written  on  the  subject.  Such  power  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  be  given  to  the  registers  in  order  to  enable  them 
to  discharge  the  judicial  duties  devolving  upon  them.  It 
would  be  an  intolerable  burden  placed  upon  the  district 
judges  if,  in  addition  to  their  present  onerous  duties,  they 
were  compelled  to  hear  and  decide  the  great  number  of 
applications  necessarily  made  to  the  (register)  court  during 
the  pendency  of  causes  before  them.  It  would  occupy  the 
entire  time  of  the  judges  in  hearing  motions  and  granting 
necessary  orders,  which  judicial  duties  by  the  bankrupt  act 
and  the  decisions  of  the  couits,  the  registers  are  required  to 
perform.  (1  B,  R.  170).  Experience  has  shown  that  the 
baqkrupt  act  and  the  decisions  of  the  court,  has  not  con* 
ferred  too  much  power  upon  the  registers,  but  on  the 
contrary  too  little ;  and  the  amendment  of  the  bankrupt 
act,  giving  the  registers  the  entire,  administration  of  the 
law,  would  immensely  facilitate  the  transaction  of  business, 
and  relieve  the  district  courts  of  an  intolerable  and  unnecess- 
ary burden.  Appeals  from  the  register's  decision  should 
be  to  the  district  court  in  the  same  manner  as  appeals  are 
now  taken  from  the  district  to  the  circuit  court. 

The  supreme  court,  of  this  state,  in  general  term,  first 
judicial  district,  Ingraham,  J.,  held  that  an  assignee  was  an 
officer  of  the  court,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
make  all  orders  to  secure  the  proper  fulfillment  of  his  duties, 
and  such  has  been  the  uniform  decision  of  all  our  state 
courts.  The  right,  duty  and  power  of  the  court  to  control 
the  action  of  assignees  i?  clearly  given  by  section  18  of  the 
bankrupt  act,  and  it  is  also  in  the  inherent  power  of  the 
court  to  exercise  a  sound  discretion  and  controlling  jurisdic- 
tion of  ifcs  officers  and  suitors,  as  well  as  the  suject  matter 
of  the  action  in  any  proceeding  pending  before  it.  (18 
Wend.,  652;  1  Denio,  659;  11  JohnsoUy  254;  I  Gra.  Prac.<, 
3d  Ed.,  661  to  675).  In  this  case  it  is  no  hardship  asked  of 
the  assignee  to  make  the  amended  return  asked  for.  It  is 
right,  just,  equitable  and  proper  that  he  should  do  so,  and 
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a  refusal  on  his  part  would  be  unjust,  oppressive  and 
improper,  and  the  petitioner  has  a  right  to  ask  that  it  be 
done ;  at  the  same  time  the  assignee  must  be  paid  a  proper 
compensation,  to  wit :  the  sum  of  ten  dollars  therefor.  I 
therefore  hold  that  the  assignee,  Stephen  V.  White,  upon 
the  payment  to  him  of  ten  dollars  must  make  and  execute 
under  oath  and  deliver  to  the  register,  an  amended  return 
containing  the  amendments  asked  for,  which  amended 
return  will  be  of  the  date  of  the  original  return  and  to  be 
executed  nunc  pro  tunc.  ^ 

The  assignee,  by  his  counsel,  contends  that  the  return 
already  made  is  all  the  return,  if  any,  he  is  compelled  to 
make. 

Blatchford,  J. — ^No  reason  is  shown  why  the  assignee 
should  make  the  addition  suggested  to  his  return,  nor  is  it 
shown  how  such  addition  is  proper  or  necessary,  or  what 
particular  object  is  to  be  subserved  by  his  making  it,  or  what 
interest  of  the  bankrupt  is  to  be  promoted  by  making  it,  or 
to  be  injured  by  not  making  it.  I  therefore  decide  that  the 
assignee  is  not  required  to  make  it. 

HOTB — ^It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  motion  papers  which  contained  all  the  fiusts 
showing  the  necessity  for  the  additional  retnm  by  the  assignee  were  not  before 
Judge  BulTOHFobd,  as  a  dedsion  upon  the  principU  of  the  rights,  powers  and 
duties  of  an  assignee,  and  the  powers  of  the  oonrt  over  him  onder  the  bankrupt 
law,  discussed  by  the  Register,  is  yeiy  much  wanted,  to  settle  the  praotioe  on  these 
poinlB.    (ML) 

YoL.  XXX  vuL  as 
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In  thb  Matter  of  the  People  agt.  Heffernan. 


Where  a  prisoner  is  detavMd  in  pritoti,  in  exeetttion  of  a  sentence  already  prononn' 
oed  upon  him  by  the  ooaii,  the  provision  of  the  habecu  corpus  act,  which  declareo 
that  *'  daring  the  session  of  a  court  of  oyer  and  tenniner,  no  prisoner  detained 
in  the  common  jail  of  the  county  upon  any  criminal  charge,  shall  be  removed 
therefrom  by  any  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  unless  such  writ  shall  have  been  issued 
by  such  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  or  shall  be  made  returnable  before  it,**  does 
not  apply  to  such  a  case. 

The  court  which  sentenced  the  prisoner,  has  no  longer  Jurisdiction  over  him, 
consequently  where  a  judge  of  another  court,  other  than  the  court  of  oyer  and 
tenniner, — which  may  be  in  session  at  the  time,  issues  a  writ  of  kabau  corpus  to 
bring  up  the  prisoner  before  him,  the  officer  in  custody  of  the  prison  upon  whom 
the  writ  is  properly  served,  must  produce  the  body  of  the  prisoner,  according  to 
the  mandate  of  the  writ 


Habeas  CorpuSy  February ^  1870. 

McCuNN,  J. — ^Mr.  Peter  Mitchell,  of  counsel  for  the 
petitioner^  demands  his  discharge  upon  two  grounds : 

First. — That  the  court  affecting  to  try  him,  had  no  ju- 
risdiction of  the  case.  The  argument  is,  that  by  article  6, 
section  18,  of  the  constitution  of  the  state,  all  judicial  offi- 
cers shall  be  elected  by  the  people  of  the  communities 
over  which  their  jurisdiction  extends.  And  that,  Messrs. 
Dowling  and  Bixby  constituting  the  so-called  court  of  spe 
cial  sessions,  which  asserts  a  jurisdiction  over  the  whole 
city,  were  chosen  only  by  the  suffrages  of  seven  wards,  and 
so  were  not  duly  elected  in  conformity  to  the  letter  and 
spirit  of  the  constitution.  Hence  the  contention  is^  that 
their  exercise  of  power,  as  members  of  the  court  of  special 
sessions,  is  a  sheer  ursurpation. 

Second. — By  article  1,  section  2,  of  the  state  constitution, 
*'  the  trial  by  jury,  in  all  cases,  in  which  it  has  been  here- 
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fcofore  used,  shall  remain  inviolate  forever."  It  is  competent 
to  the  party  accused  to  waive  the  privilege  of  trial  by  jury ; 
but  in  this  instance,  the  allegation  of  counsel  is,  that  the 
prisoner  not  only  never  waived,  but  expressly  demanded  a 
trial  by  jury,  as  matter  of  absolute  and  indefeasible  right, 
and  that  his  trial  in  a  mode  unauthorized  by  the  constitution 
was  invalid  and  of  no  effect.  Hence  the  inference  that  his 
detention  is  without  warrant  of  law. 

If  either  of  the  above  propositions  be  tenable,  it  follows 
necessarily  that  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  a  discharge. 

But  the  learned  district  attorney  argues  that  the  person 
upon  whom  the  writ  was  served  is  not  obliged  to  produce  ' 
the  prisoner,  by  reason  of  the  following  section  in  the  Ao- 
beas  orpus  act :  "  During  the  session  of  a  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  no  prisoner  detained  in  the  common  jail  of 
the  county  upon  any  criminal  charge,  ^AoZZ  he  removed  ther^ 
frcym  by  any  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  unless  such  writ  shall 
have  been  issued  by  such  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  or 
shall  be  made  returnable  before  it." 

Obviously,  the  present  case  is  not  within  the  provisions 
of  the  above  section.  The  prisoner  here  is  not  confined  on 
a  criminal  chargej  but  is  detained  in  execution  of  a  sentence 
already  pronounced  by  the  court,  and  that  court  has  no 
longer  jurisdiction  over  him.  The  above  section  was  in- 
serted for  the  evident  purpose  of  preventing  the  removal  or 
release  of  a  prisoner  held  upon  a  charge  and  awaiting  atrial ; 
and  the  law  intended  that  the  legality  of  his  detention  on  a 
criminal  accusation,  should  be  determined  only  by  the  court 
in  which  his  trial  is  depending.  A  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
for  the  delivery  of  a  person  detained  under  civil  process, 
need  not  be  issued  by  or  returnable  before  the  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer;  and  for  the  same  reason,  the  writ  in  the  pres- 
ent case  was  properly  returned  before  a  justice  of  this 
court.  This  case  is  neither  within  the  letter  nor  policy  of 
the  above  provision,  and  that  provision  affords  no  excuse  oi 
justification  for  a  refusal  to  produce  the  prisoner.    It  is  a 
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fundamental  principle  that  the  provisions  of  the  habeas 
carpus  act  shall  be  generously  construed  in  favor  of  the  Ub- 
erty  of  the  citizen.  Hence,  provisions  in  restriction  of  the 
privileges  and  operation  of  the  writ  will  be  interpreted  in  a  lib- 
eral sense.  The  legislature  must  be  taken  to  mean  precisely 
what  its  language  conveys — ^neither  more  nor  less.  That 
language  imports  that  when  a  person  is  confined  upon  a 
criminal  charge  he  shall  have  recource  for  deliverance  but  to 
one  court — the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer.  It  does  not  say 
or  imply  that  when  a  man  is  imprisoned  under  a  sentence  of 
conviction — when  he  is  no  longer  amenable  to  the  courts 
of  criminal  jurisdiction — that  he  shall  be  shut  up  from  all 
access  to  other  tribunals  empowered  to  issue  the  writ  of 
habeas  corptis.  To  give  it  that  construction  would  operate 
to  the  perversion  of  the  law  and  the  oppression  of  the 
citizen. 

As  to  the  nonproduction  of  the  prisoner. 

By  section  33  of  the  hcibeas  corpus  act,  it  is  enacted^ 
that  '^  The  person  or  ofiicer  on  whom  the  writ  shall  have 
been  served,  shall  bring  the  body  of  the  person  in  his  cus- 
tody, according  to  the  command  of  the  writ,  except  in  the 
case  of  the  sickness  of  such  person  "  in  custody. 

Section  34  provides  that,  ^'  if  the  person  upon  whom 
such  writ  of  habeas  corpus  has  been  duly  served,  shall  re- 
fuse or  neglect  to  obey  the  same  by  producing  the  party 
named  in  such  writj  and  no  sufficient  excuse,"  t.  e.,  of  sick- 
ness, ^'  shall  be  shown  for  such  refusal,  it  shaU  be  the  duty 
of  the  court  or  officer  before  whom  such  writ  shall  have 
been  made  returnable,  forthwith  to  issue  an  attachment 
against  stich  person/^  ^j&c,,  c&c. 

In  this  matter  the  prisoner  is  not  produced  according  to 
the  command  of  the  writ ;  but  on  the  contrary,  the  person 
in  whose  custody  he  is,  expressly  refuses  to  produce  the 
prisoner.  Nor  is  due  service  of  the  writ  denied ;  nor  is  the 
only  excuse  allowed  by  law  for  the  non-production  of  the 
prisoner  urged  by  the  jailor.     Hence,  I  have  no  alternative 
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under  the  express  and  imperative  provisions  of  the  statute, 
but  ^^  forthwith  to  issue  an  attachment  ^  against  the  person 
so  defying  the  mandate  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  And 
I  direct  that  such  attachment  do  issue.  The  learned  dis- 
trict attorney  proposes  to  re-argue,  in  support  of  the  le- 
gality of  the  prisoner's  detention,  and  perhaps  he  may  show 
enough  to  require  that  ^Hhe  prisoner  should  be  remanded 
into  custody/'  But  in  the  face  of  an  avowed  disobedience 
of  the  writ,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  is  the  prisoner's 
right  that  all  argument  as  to  the  legality  of  his  detention, 
should  take  place  in  his  presence,  and  especially  in  consid- 
eration that  if  I  decided  against  the  legality  of  the  prison- 
er's detention,  the  writ  would  be  imperative  to  effect  his 
release — Tie  not  having  heen  brought  within  the  power  of  the 
court — ^I  therefore  refuse  to  hear  any  argument  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  legality  of  the  detention  until  the  prisoner  be 
produced  in  obedience  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ. 

An  American  commentator,  of  the  highest  repute,  has 
said :  ^'  To  concede  the  power  to  issue  the  writ,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  withold  the  power  to  afford  relief  under  it,  when 
the  party  claiming  custody  stands  revealed  by  his  return  a 
wrongdoer  without  excuse,  is  to  convert  the  great  writ  of 
liberty  into  a  pitiful  process  of  curiosity." 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Mabt  Ann  Shirlet,  Rspondent,  agt.   Daniel  Vail, 

Executor^  Appellant. 


It  is  error  to  refiue  to  direct  a  verdict  in  cases  where  a  finding  contrary  lo  the  di« 
rection  prayed  for,  woald  be  set  aside. 

If  the  evidence  is  sach  that  a  verdict,  finding  the  facts  different  from  those  claimed 
by  the  counsel  in  his  reqnest  to  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  would  be  set  aside 
as  against  evidence,  the  court  errs  in  reftising  to  instruct  the  jury  as  lequest- 
ed. 


January  Term^  1870. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  com- 
pensation for  work  and  labor  performed  by  her  for  Christian 
Bennett,  the  defendant's  testator  during  a  period  of  more 
than  nine  years,  commencing  in  April,  1852,  ending  in  June, 
1861. 

The  defendant,  after  a  general  denial  of  the  allegations  in 
the  plaintift's  complaint,  sets  up  as  further  defenses  : 

First — That  the  plaintiff  when  an  infant,  had  by  the  con- 
sent and  agreement  of  her  father,  been  adopted  by  the  said 
Christian  Bennett  as  one  of  his  children  and  taken  by  him 
into  his  family  as  a  member  thereof;  that  the  services  ren- 
dered by  her  were  so  rendered  in  that  relation  and  had  been 
satisfied  by  her  board,  clothing,  and  education,  and  that  no 
other  compensation  was  to  be  made  to  her. 

Second — The  statute  of  limitations. 

A  counter  claim  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  testa- 
tor to  the  plaintiff,  and  board,  lodging,  clothing,  and  the 
expenses  of  her  education,  was  also  interposed  to  which 
there  was  a  reply  containing  a  general  denial. 

The  issues  were  tried  at  a  circuit  court  held  in  Counland 
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county  in  June,  1867,  before  Justice  Boardman  and  a  jury. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  the  Oouri ;-  -Grover,  J.— The  court  did  not  err  in  over- 
ruling the  objection  of  defendant's  counsel  to  the  introduction 
of  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness  in  her  own  behalf.  She  was  a  com- 
petent witness  in  the  cause,  and  it  was  proper  for  her  to  be 
sworn  as  such.  The  court,  in  overruling  the  objection,  did 
not  decide  anything  as  to  what  testimony  it  was  competent 
for  the  plaintiff^  to  give,  but  only  that  she  should  be  sworn 
as  a  witness  in  the  cause.  There  was  no  objection  made  to 
any  testimony  given  by  the  witness,  nor  any  ruling  made  by 
the  court  upon  the  competency  of  any  part  of  it.  No 
question  upon  that  point  can  be  entertained  by  this  court. 

There  was  evidence  given  tending  to  show  that  plaintift's 
father  had  abandoned  all  claim  to  her  services  while  a  mi- 
nor. He  had  consented  to  her  going  to  live  in  the  family 
of  defendant's  testator  when  she  was  thirteen  years  old,  and 
shortly  after  removed  to  Wisconsin,  leaving  the  plaintiff  in 
the  family,  and  after  she  went  there  to  live  provided  nothing 
for  her,  and  took  no  care  whatever  of  her  {Steel  agt.  Dorr^  5 
Wend.y  206,  and  cases  cited,) 

The  motion  for  a  non-suit  being  predicated  upon  the 
right  of  the  father  to  recover  for  the  services  of  the 
plaintiff,  there  was  no  error  committed  by  its  denial. 

The  defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court  in  substance, 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for 
the  reason  that  she  went  to  live  with  the  testator  as  a  mem- 
ber of  hi  family,  to  be  provided  for,  brought  up,  and  edu- 
cated as  such,  and  that  this  relation  continued  during  all  the 
time  services  were  rendered  by  her  for  the  testator. 

The  court  refused  to  give  the  instruction  requested,  and 
the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

If  the  evidence  was  such  that  a  verdict  finding  the  facts 
different  from  those  claimed  by  the  counsel  should  be  set 
aside  as  against  evidence,  the  judge  erred  in  refusing  to  in- 
struct the  jury  as  requested. 
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It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  court^  that  it  was  er^ 
ror  to  refuse  to  direct  a  verdict  in  cases  when  a  finding  con- 
trary to  the  direction  prayed  for  would  be  set  aside. 

That  the  law  is  as  was  claimed  by  the  counsel  in  his 
request  upon  the  facts  stated  by  him^  has  been  repeatedly 
held  by  the  supreme  court^  and  settled  by  the  determina- 
tion of  this  court  {Wiiliams  agt  Hutehinsofiy  3  Coms.y  312, 
and  cases  cited.) 

The  inquiry,  therefore,  is  whether  the  evidence  established 
the  facts  claimed  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  or  whether 
there  was  such  conflict  as  rendered  it  proper  to  submit  the 
case  to  the  jury. 

John  C.  Bennett,  a  son  of  the  testator,  testified,  that  in 
the  fall  of  the  year^  that  plaintiff*  came  to  live  in  the  family 
of  the  testator,  her  father  came  to  his  (testator's)  house, 
and  while  there  had  a  conversation  with  testator  as  to 
plain tifl's  living  there.  That  the  testator  stated  to  him  the 
terms;  that  she  was  to  live  there  until  of  age,  and  that  he 
was  to  take  care  of  her  as  a  member  of  his  family;  to  send 
her  to  school,  and  care  for  her  as  a  child ;  that  her  father 
assented  to  the  terms,  and  said  that  was  as  he  understood  it^ 
and  desired  her  to  remain  as  a  member  of  the  family. 

It  was  proved  that  the  plaintifi'  was  about  thirteen  years 
old  when  she  went  to  live  in  the  family,  and  that  from  that 
time  the  testator  and  his  wife  had  the  exclusive  care  of  her, 
provided  all  her  clothing,  sent  her  to  school  as  farmer's 
daughters  usually  were  sent,  dressed  her  in  similar  style, 
and  that  upon  her  marriage  she  had  a  cow,  bed  and  bedding 
and  a  box  of  clothing.  That  no  accounts  were  ever  kept 
by  the  testator  with  the  plaintiff,  or  so  far  as  appeared  by  the 
plaintiff  with  him.  That  the  testator  lived  upward  of  four 
years  after  the  plaintiff's  marriage,  and  after  she  left  the 
family  to  reside  with  her  husband,  and  that  no  claim  against 
the  testator  for  her  services  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  dur- 
ing his  life,'  and  for  some  time  after. 

This  proof  was  met  by  the  plaintifi's  proof  that  at  the 
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time  the  testator  took  her  from  her  aunt's^  with  whom  she 
was  then  living^  to  go  and  live  with  him^  he  said  he  would 
do  well  by  her ;  and  that  he  said  to  his  neighbors  several 
times  while  the  plaintiff  was  living  with  him;  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  good  girl  to  work;  that  he  did  not  know 
how  he  could  get  along  without  her,  and  that  he  would  pay 
her  well ;  facts^  I  think  quite,  if  not  more  consistent  with 
the  defendant's  theory  than  that  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  evidence  that  plaintiff  milked  and  sometimes  drove 
the  cows  to  and  from  pasture^  a  distance  of  about  thirty 
rods,  occasionally  fed  calves  that  the  testator  was  raising 
and  sometimes  fed  hogs,  furnished  no  evidence  that  the  tes- 
tator expected  to  pay,  or  the  plaintiff  to  receive  wages  as  a 
servant  to  any  mind  acquainted  with  the  services  frequently 
performed  by  farmers'  daughters  in  the  country. 

The  testator's  wife  handing  the  plaintiff  ten  dollars  about 
the  time  of  her  marriage,  coupled  with  the  remarks  that  she 
would  pay  her  more,  but  that  that  was  all  she  had  then, 
was  not  evidence  against  the  defendant,  as  there  was  no 
proof  that  the  testator  was  present. 

The  testimony  of  plaintiff's  husband,  that  the  testator 
let  plaintiff  have  a  heifer,  and  said  she  would  make  a  good 
cow,  and  that  he  said  he  let  her  have  the  cow  for  twenty 
dollars,  but  she  must  pay  for  her  keeping,  &c.,  was  to  my 
mind  no  more  evidence  of  an  understanding  that  plaintiff 
was  at  work  for  wages,  and  that  the  cow  was  delivered  as 
partial  payment,  than  it  was  of  an  existing  demand  of  the 
testator  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  cow. 

An  examination  of  the  testimony  satisfies  my  mind  that 
there  was  no  evidence  really  in  conflict  with  the  strong 
proof  of  the  defendant's,  tending  to  showthatplaintifi  lived 
with  the  testator,  and  was  provided  and  cared  for  by  him 
and  his  wife  as  a  member  of  the  family,  without  any  idea 
of  paying  or  leceiving  wages  otherwise,  and  that  the  judge 
erred  in  not  instructing  the  jury  as  requested  by  the  de- 
fendant. 
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The  judgment  should  therefore^  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered;  costs  to  abide  event. 

LoTT,  J.  (Dissenting,) — ^Exceptions  taken  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  trial  and  to  the  refusal  of  the  judge  to  charge 
as  requested  by  the  defendant's  counsel  on  certain  proposi- 
tions submitted  to  him,  were  directed  to  be  heard  in  the 
first  instance  at  the  general  term,  and  on  being  so  heard, 
judgment  was  rendered  against  the  defendant  from  which 
he  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

It  then  becomes  necessary,  to  consider  whether  any  of 
those  exceptions  were  well  founded,  and  they  will  be  brief- 
ly examined  in  the  order  they  were  taken. 

First — The  plaintiff  had  on  the  27th  day  of  December, 
1860,  and  previous  to  leaving  the  family  of  the  deceased, 
married  William  Shirley,  and  he  on  being  called  and  offered 
as  a  witness  on  her  behalf,  was  objected  to  ^'  on  account  of 
incompetency."  This  objection  was  overuled,  and  prop- 
erly. 

It  is  declared  by  chapter  887  of  the  laws  of  1867,  passed 
May  10th,  and  which  took  effect  immediately,  that  the  hus- 
band or  wife  of  any  party  to  a  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  in 
any  court,  shall  be  ^^  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evi 
dence  the  same  as  any  other  witness  on  behalf  of  any  party 
to  such  suit,  action  or  proceeding,"  except  in  certain  cases 
having  no  application  to  this  action. 

Second — The  plaintiff  was  offered  as  a  witness  on  her  own 
behalf,  and  she  was  objected  to  ^*  as  incompetent  to  testify 
to  anv  conversations  or  transactions  with  the  deceased  Ben- 
nett." This  objection  was  also  properly  overruled.  It  was 
too  broad,  embracing  not  only  conversations  and  transac- 
tions had  by  the  witness  herself  with  the  deceased,  but  by 
any  other  person.  Section  399  of  the  Code  excluded  her 
examination  '^  in  regard  to  any  transaction  or  communication 
between  such  witness  and  a  person  at  the  time  of  such  com- 
munication with  deceased,"  &c. 
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If,  however,  the  objection  may  be  considered  as  suflScient- 
ly  distinctive,  the  error  in  overruling  it  was  immaterial.  No 
evidence  in  reference  to  any  transaction  «r  communication 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  deceased  was  given.  The  ex- 
ception to  the  ruling  is,  therefore,  no  ground  for  the  rever- 
sal of  the  judgment. 

Third — ^When  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel moved  that  the  plaintiff  be  non-suited,  upon  the  ground 
(as  then  stated  by  him)  ^*  that  she  has  a  father  living,  and 
that  he  was  living  at  the  time  she  went  into  these  services, 
and  was  living  during  her  whole  minority,  and  that  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  he  had  given  her  the  privilege  of 
taking  her  wages,  and  that  a  recovery  by  he  plaintiff  would 
be  no  bar  to  an  action  by  the  father,  and  that  during  the 
time  she  was  a  married  woman  her  husband  was  entitled  to 
recover,  and  that  she  did  not  carry  on  a  separate  business." 
The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  duly 
excepted. 

The  defendant  then  introduced  evidence  on  his  part,  and 
further  proof  was  afterward  also  given  by  the  plaintiff;  and 
when  the  testimony  was  closed,  the  defendant  again  moved 
for  a  non-suit,  ^'  on  the  same  grounds  as  on  plaintiff's  rest- 
ing her  case."  This  motion  was  also  denied,  and  the  defend- 
ant again  excepted. 

These  exceptions  may  properly  be  considered  together. 
In  doing  this  it  is  important  to  take  into  consideration 
the  time  when  the  services  in  question  were  rendered, 
and  the  situation  ot  the  plaintiff  during  that  period. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  trial  that  she  *^  went  to  reside 
with  Bennett  in  April,  1852 ;  was  married  in  December, 
1860,  and  left  there  in  June,  1861."  She  states  that  she  was 
about  twelve  years  of  age  when  she  became  a  member  of 
the  family  of  the  deceased,  and  she  testified  that  she  was 
twenty-eight  years  old  in  January  before  the  time  of  the 
trial,  1867,  making  the  time  of  her  birth  in  January,  1839, 
and  her  husband  fixed  the  time  her  marriage  on  the  27th  day 
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of  December,  I860.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  she  was  a 
little  over  thirteen  years  of  age  when  she  first  went  to  reside 
with  the  deceased  ;  that  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  in  January,  I86O9  and  continued  to  live  with  him 
for  nearly  a  year  after  that  before  her  marriage.  The 
ground  of  objection  to  a  recovery  did  not  cover  that  inter- 
mediate period,  and  therefore  the  motion  for  a  non-suit  could 
not  properly  have  been  granted. 

I  will,  however,  add  that  the  assumption  of  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  as  a  ground  of  his  motion  ^*  that  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  he  (the  father)  had  given  the  plaintiff 
the  privilege  of  taking  her  wages,  would  be  no  bar  to  an  ac- 
tion by  her  father,"  was  not  authorized  by  the  facts  dis- 
closed. It  appeared  by  the  testimony  introduced  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  before  she  rested  her  case,  that  she  had 
lived  with  the  deceased,  and  worked  for  him  from  sometime 
in  April,  1852,  to  June,  1861,  as  above  stated,  and  she  tes- 
tified  tliat  her  father  went  west  in  about  two  years  after 
she  went  to  reside  with  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bennett ;  that  he  had 
been  back  to  visit  them  since,  and  came  and  conversed  with 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bennett ;  that  he  never  said  anything  about 
or  controlled  her  wages ;  and  that  he  had  not  provided  for 
her  since  she  went  to  live  with  them. 

The  court  upon  that  evidence  properly  ruled  that  there 
was  sufficient  in  the  case  to  make  it  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury  to  pass  upon. 

The  testimony  subsequently  given  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant was  offered  with  the  view  and  object  of  showing 
that  the  deceased  had  adopted  the  plaintiff,  and  taken  her 
into  his  family  as  his  child,  with  an  obligation  on  his  part  to 
support,  clothe,  and  educate  her  as  such  child.  It  is  doubt- 
ful, however,  whether  it  establishes  that  fact,  or  whether  it 
did  not  on  the  contrary  show,  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff, 
that  her  father  had  in  fact  emancipated  her,  or  permitted 
her  to  go  into  the  service  of  the  deceased,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  give  her  the  right  to  receive  compensation 
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for  her  services^   to   the  exclusion  of  the  father's   right 
thereto. 

It;  in  any  aspect  of  the  case,  proved  that  the  father 
himself  was  not  to  receive  any  compensation  for  her  ser- 
vices. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  the  motions  for  nonsuit  were  each 
of  them  properly  denied. 

Fourth — The  defendant's  counsel,  after  the  decision  of 
those  motions,  ^^  then  submitted  to  the  court  that  there  were 
no  facts  in  the  case  on  which  to  go  to  the  jury,"  insisting 
^^  that  the  family  relation  existiug  here  between  the  plaintifi 
and  Bennett,  that  she  lived  in  that  relation,  and  that  rela-> 
tion  continued  during  the  entire  service,  and  consequently  no 
action  could  be  sustained  by  any  body,  and  that  as  a  quests 
ion  of  law,  the  court  should  charge  the  jury  that  their  ver- 
dict should  be  for  the  defendant ;"  bat  the  court  decided 
that  there  were  facts  in  the  case  which  warranted  him  in 
submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  as  to  whether  the  re- 
lation  of  parent  and  child  existed  between  these  parties." 

To  which  ruling  the  defendant  excepted.  It  is  only  nec- 
essary, in  reference  to  this  exception,  to  say  that  the  testi- 
mony referred  to  by  me  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
nonsuit  was  properly  refused  also  shows  that  this  ruling 
was  proper.  It  did  not  prove  as  an  indisputable  fact 
that  such  relation  existed,  and  the  court  would  not 
have  been  warranted  in  ordering  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Fifth — The  other  exception  relates  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury,  as  requested  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  upon  certain  propositions  submitted  to  him  after  he 
had  charged  them  fully  on  the  rules  of  law  deemed  by  him 
applicable  to  the  case,  and  to  which  charge  no  exceptions 
were  taken.     These  refusals  will  now  be  considered. 

First. — The  court  was  asked  to  charge,  ^'That  if  the  ju- 
ry found  the  fact  that  the  relation  of  parent  and  child  exist- 
ed between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant's  testator,  or 
that  she  was  taken  by  the  testator  to  become  a  member  of 
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his  family,  and  was  brought  up  by  him  as  such,  then  they 
should  find  for  the  defendant/'  which  he  refused,  except  as 
charged  already. 

The  charge  bearing  on  that  question  was  that  if  the 
plaintiff  and  her  father  understood  by  the  arrangement  with 
the  defendant's  testator  that  she  was  to  go  there  as  an  adopt- 
ed child,  and  was  to  go  into  his  family  in  that  capacity^  and 
remain  there  until  she  was  twenty-one  as  such  adopted 
child,  without  pay  or  expectation  of  pay  for  her  services,  or 
only  to  be  paid  by  the  treatment  as  a  daughter,  or  adopted 
daughter,  then  she  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  up  to  a 
period  prior  to  her  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
neither  she  nor  her  father,  and  then  afler  referring  to  some 
matters,  he  also  stated  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  from 
the  evidence  in  the  case,  whether  there  was  an  adoption  of 
the  plamtiff  by  Bennett,  in  which  case  he  said  that  she  was 
^*  not  entitled  to  recover  back  of  the  time  when  she  became 
twenty-one  years  of  age.'' 

This  was  as  favorable  to  the  defendant  as  he  had  a  right 
to  ask,  and  was  substantially  as  requested  by  his  counsel,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  time  after  the  plaintiff  became  of  age.  If 
either  of  the  facts  embraced  in  the  request  was  true,  the 
plaintiff  would  not  thereby  have  been  precluded  from  a  re- 
covery for  her  services  after  she  attained  full  age. 

The  refusal  to  charge,  as  requested,  was  therefore  not  er- 
roneous. 

Second. — The  court  was  also  then  asked  to  charge  "  that 
the  proof  offered  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  testator  (Bennett) 
said  he  would  pay  hfer  (the  plaintiff)  well  for  her  services, 
is  neither  a  contract  or  agreement  upon  which  the  f)laintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  case,"  and  the  court  charged 
^*  that  it  was  only  evidence  from  which  a  contract  may  be 
inferred,  as  already  charged,"  and  the  defendant  duly  ex- 
cepted. 

That  ruling  was  a  compliance  with  the  request  as  made^ 
and  there  was  no  error  in  the  charge  in  reference  to  it. 
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The  statement  referred  to  in  the  request  was  made  by  the 
testator  to  one  of  the  witnesses  after  the  plaintiff  had  gone 
to  live  with  him,  and  was  proper  to  be  considered  as  evi^ 
dence  by  the  jury  from  which  a  contract  could  be  inferred, 
as  stated  in  the  charge. 

Third. — ^The  court  was  also  asked  to  charge  "that  the 
statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  a  recovery  in  this  case,  and 
that  in  order  to  save  the  plaintiff's  claim  from  the  running 
of  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  a  mutual  running 
account  existed  between  them."  The  court  refused  so  to 
charge  except  as  already  charged. 

This  proposition  wa^clearly  erroneous.  The  action  w«as 
commenced  on  the  13th  day  of  August,  1866,  and  it  is  a 
conceded  fact  that  a  portion  of  the  services  rendered  were 
performed  between  the  13th  day  of  August,  1860,  and  June, 
1861. 

The  statute  of  limitations  was  clearly  no  bar  to  a  re- 
covery for  those  services.  It  was  not  necessary  to  save 
the  plaintiff's  claim  from  the  statute  that  there  should  be  a 
mutual  running  account.  An  acknowledgement  of  the 
debt,  or  a  promise,  if  made  in  writing,  or  a  payment  on 
account  of  it  would  be  snfficient,  and  the  court  had  given 
instructions  as  to  the  effect  of  a  payment,  and  what  was 
necessary  to  make  it  a  recognition  of  a  debt  as  subsisting 
before  the  request  was  made. 

Fourth. — The  next  request  to  charge  was,  "  that  if  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  it  must  be  under  a  con- 
tract for  her  services,  and  a  special  promise  on  the  part 
of  the  testator  to  pay  therefor,  and  that  the  plaintiff  can- 
not recover  upon  the  counts  in  the  complaint,  but  must  aver 
and  prove  a  special  promise  to  pay  for  the  services  rendered." 
This  was  properly  refused.  A  special  promise  to  pay  for 
services  rendered  was  not  necessary  to  maintain  the  ac- 
tion. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  fair  and  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  all  services  rendered  by  her  to  the   testa-* 
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tor  at  his  request.  The  law  implies  a  i)romi8e  to  pay 
for  work  done  on  such  a  request  what  they  are  reasonably 
worth. 

Fifth — The  last  and  only  remaining  request  was^  **  that 
the  jury  had  no  right  to  imply  the  emancipat^'on  of  the 
plaintiff  by  the  father  without  evidence  thereof^  and  espe- 
cially against  the  evidence  of  the  arrangement  made  by  the 
father  with  the  defendant's  testator^  for  her  care  and  sup- 
porty  there  being  no  evidence  of  the  revocation  of  that  ar- 
rangement by  the  father,''  and  ^'the  court  refused  to  charge 
in  the  language  of  that  proposition.'^  That  refusal  was 
proper.  It  assumed  tbat  there  was  no  evidence  of  such 
emancipation^  but  that  a  definite  and  certain  arrangement 
for  her  care  and  support  had  been  made,  establishing  the 
contrary.  Neither  assumption  was  warranted.  Those 
questions  were  left  in  doubt  by  the  testimony,  and  were 
properly  submitted,  as  has  heretofore  been  stated,  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  jury. 

It  may  be  proper  here  to  notice,  that  the  appeal  of  the 
defendant  to  this  court  is  from  the  order  of  the  general 
term,  denying  a  new  trial  on  the  case  and  exceptions,  as  well 
as  from  the  judgment. 

That  order  was  made  on  exceptions  ordered,  as  before 
stated,  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term^ 
under  section  265  of  the  Code,  and  it  is  reviewable  only  so 
far  as  it  involves  and  necessarily  affects  the  final  judgment 
on  the  appeal  therefrom  {Section  11  of  the  Code). 

The  appeal  from  the  order  should  therefore  be  dis- 
missed, and  the  views  above  expressed  lead  us  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed,  with 
costs. 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY  COURT- 

WHiUAK  Miller,  Bespondeat,  agt.  Willum  Labmok, 

Appellant 


Where  a  person  acting  as  an  attorney,  asaames  to  oppmr  for  a  defendant  in  a  jatt^ 
leee  ooart  at  the  joining  of  iasae  and  on  the  adjourned  day,  (without  authority 
in  feust)  and  is  not  sworn  or  questioned  as  to  his  authority  to  appear,  either  by 
the  justice  or  the  plaintiff,  there  is  no  appearance  by  the  defendant  which  con- 
cludes him ;  consequently  any  irregularity  or  jiurisdiotional  objection  by  him  is 
not  waived.    Such  appearance,  however,  concludes  the  plaintiff. 

The  retmn  of  a  constable  to  the  service  of  a  summons  is  a  cert^ioaU  in  both  the 
technical  and  :  beral  sense  of  the  term ;  and  consequently  requires  a  ttaw^  un- 
der the  U.  S.  internal  revenue  act.  And  the  omission  of  the  stamp  renders  the 
certificate  tMoalid  and  of  mo  efieL 

CrOngress  designed  by  the  amendment  of  1867,  to  the  internal  revenue  law,  to 
provide  two  distinct  things  in  the  section  as  amended  :  One  was  to  punish  a 
party  making  certain  instruments,  with  wtetU^  6lc,,  by  fine :  the  other  object 
was  to  punish  or  deter^  from  omitting  the  stamp,  where  there  was  no  intent  to 
evade  die,,  hjf  iawaiidating  tke  tnttmmenL 

Where  the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  the  action,  an  atyowmment  for  more  than 
eight  days,  either  on  motion  of  the  justice  or  at  the  plaintiff's  request  is  irregular 
and  the  justice  loses  jnrisdictioiL 


January  Term^  1870. 

D.  M.  Westfall,  attorney,  for  appellant. 

E.  Fbostt  &  A.  S.  BuBDiGK,  attomeySj    for  respond^ 

ent. 

Joseph  Pottbb,  Caunliy  Judge. — This  appeal  is  brought 
upon  some  grounds  that  wotild  seem  from  first  impressions 
to  require  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  unless  they  were 
waived  by  defendant^  and  if  there  was  no  appearance  there 
Gould  be  no  waiver. 

Was  there  an  appearance  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  be- 
fore the  justice  f    On  the  return  of  the  summons  the  plaint* 
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iff  appeared  in  person  and  by  attorney,  and  Mr. as- 
sumed to  appear  for  the  defendant.  Issue  was  then  joined 
and  the  case  was  adjourned  for  more  than  eight  days  upon 
the  application  of  the  person  assuming  to  act  for  the  de- 
fendant and  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  The  plaint- 
iff made  no  objection  to  the  appearance  for  the  defendant, 
and  the  person  assuming  to  appear  for  him  was  not  sworn 
as  to  his  authority  to  appear,  nor  was  any  proof  of  such 
authority  given  or  required.  On  the  adjourned  day,  two 
other  persons  assumed  to  appear  for  the  defendant. 
Neither  of  them  was  sworn  as  to  his  authority  and  no  proof 
of  authority  was  given  or  required.  The  statute,  {sec.  45, 
of  part  3,  chap.  2dj  Ht.y  4  page  428,  dth  e(2.,)requires  that 
authority  of  a  person  to.  appear  for  another  shall  be  proved 
unless  admitted  by  the  opposite  side.  If  the  person  swears 
to  it  and  is  found  authorized  by  the  justice,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  complain.  If  the  plaintiff  admits  it  expressly  or 
impliedly  by  not  objecting  or  requiring  proof  of  authority, 
he  cannot  complain.  The  plaintiff  in  either  case  is  conclu- 
ded. But  how  as  to  the  defendant  who  has  not  authorized 
the  person  to  appear  in  justices  court?  He  ought  not  to 
be  concluded.  In  courts  of  record  attorneys  are  sworn  offi- 
cers of  the  court>  and  if  an  attorney  is  responsible  the  court 
will  sometimes  turn  the  party,  who  has  not  authorized  an 
appearance,  over  to  his  action  for  damages,  or  will  set  aside 
the  proceedings  if  the  attorney  is  irresponsible,  according 
to  circumstances;  but  justices  courts  do  not  possess  the 
latter  power.'  Must  a  party  in  a  justices  court  have  his 
rights  unjustly  and  conclusively  determined  by  the  collusion 
of  one  to  whom  he  has  given  no  authority,  and  be  turned 
over  to  his  action  for  damages  against  a  party  who  is .  per- 
haps irresponsible  This  ought  not  to  be  so,  and  I  cannot 
without  some  authority  conclude  that  it  is  so. 

There  was  therefore  no  appearance  of  the  defendant  in 
this  case  and  no  waiver  of  any  irregularity  or  jurisdictional 
objection  by  him. 
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I  think  the  return  of  a  constable  of  the  service  of  « 
summons  is  a  certificate  in  both  the  technical  and  liberal 
sense  of  the  term.  {Bur.y  Law.^  Die.)  Webster.) 

Does  the  absence  of  the  stamp  required  to  a  certificate  by 
the  internal  revenue  act  as  it  stood  with  the  amendments 
thereto  at  the  date  of  the  return  to  the  summons  in  this 
case,  viz :  May  16,  1868,  invalidate  the  certificate  or  return 
of  service  of  the  summons,  and  render  the  proceedings  sub- 
sequent to  such  service  and  the  judgment  in  this  action  in- 
valid and  of  no  effect  f 

By  the  provisions  contained  in  sec.  95,  of  the  act  of  1862, 
on  this  subject^  such  omission  or  want  of  a  stamp  subjected 
the  party  issuing  the  instrument  to  a  penalty  of  fifty  dol- 
lars and  rendered  the  instrument  invalid  and  of  no  effect. 
The  amendment  of  1864,  sec.  158,  required  besides  the  fact 
of  omission  to  stamp,  the  ^'  intent  to  evade  the  provisions 
&c./'  in  order  to  subject  the  party  to  a  penalty  or  to  invali- 
date the  instrument  from  wtiich  the  stamp  was  omitted. 
This  section,  158,  was  further  amended  and  its  phraseology 
changed  by  the  act  of  March  24,  1867.  It  provides  in  sub- 
stance that  any  party  who  shall  make,  &c.,  without  being 
duly  stamped  &c.,  with  intent  to  evade,  &c.,  shall  forfeit 
the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  and  such  instrument  &c.,  ^^  not  be- 
ing stamped  according  to  lawj^  shall  be  deemed  invalid  and 
of  no  effect.  By  this  last  amendment  congress  made  a 
change  in  the  phraseology  and  form  of  the  section,  and  it 
seems  to  me  the  change  is  a  significant  one,  and  perhaps  was 
made  to  meet  the  rulings  in  Beebe  agt.  Buttony  (47  Barb 
187),  and  other  cases  holding  that  the  *^  intent  to  evade 
ftc.^'*  was  necessary  to  invalidate  the  instrument. 

By  the  act  of  1864,  an  instrument  made  &c.,  without  be- 
ing stamped  and  with  intent  &c.,  subjected  the  party  to  a 
penalty,  and  such  instrument,  i.  e.  an  instrument  made  &c., 
without  stamp  with  intent  to  evade  dtCj  was  invalid. 
Now  by  the  amendment  of  1867,  an  instrument  made  &c., 
without  stamp  with  intent  to  evade  &c.,  subjects  the  party 
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to  the  penalty.  That  is  one  case  :  but  the  section  provides 
further  that  such  instrument  ^^  not  being  stamped  accorcUng 
to  lato "  shall  be  deemed  invalid  and  of  no  effect.  The  in- 
tent of  congress  and  the  object  and  character  of  the 
amendment  seem  to  me  very  plain  and  obvious.  Congress 
designed  to  provide  two  distinct  things  in  the  section  as 
amended  :  one  was  to  punish  a  party  making  certain  in- 
struments with  intent  Ac^  hjfine :  the  other  object  was  to 
punish  or  deter  from  omitting  the  stamp,  where  there  was 
no  intent  to  evade  dtc.y  by  invalidating  the  instrument. 
Hence  I  conclude  that  the  mere  omission  to  stamp  renders 
the  instrument  invalid  and  of  no  effect.  But  suppose  the 
intent  to  evade  is  necessary  to  work  the  invalidity  of  the 
instrument  T  How  in  this  view  of  the  act  is  that  intent  to 
be  ascertained  and  determined  t  Must  the  party  impeach- 
ing the  certificate  show  such  intent  T  I  apprehend  it  will 
prove  quite  impracticable  to  do  it.  A  party  or  an  officer 
makes  hi^  return  or  certificate  to  the  party  or  court,  and 
goes  away  about  his  business  or  dies  according  to  the  ordi- 
nary vicissitudes  of  life.  He  only  knows  with  what  intent  he 
omitted  to  do  what  the  law  required  of  him,  and  he  cannot 
be  found  or  perhaps  is  not  living,  to  testify  to  that  intent. 
In  the  mean  time  the  proceedings  must  either  be  stopped 
until  this  intent  is  judicially  ascertained  and  determined,  or 
judgment  must  pass  against  a  party  in  the  action,  subject 
to  be  confirmed  or  set  aside  with  important  proceedings  af- 
fecting rights  of  person  or  property,  as  that  intent  shdl  ul- 
timately be  determined. 

The  common  rule  adopted  from  experience  of  its  justice 
and  practicability  is,  that  every  person  is  deemed  to  intend 
the  ordinary  and  legitimate  consequences  of  his  acts,  (Howe 
agt.  Carpenter,  53  Barb.,  382 :  this  case  arose  before  the 
amendment  of  1867.)  Another  rule  adopted  from  the  same 
consideration  is  that  every  person  shall  be  presumed  to  know 
the  law.  The  law  requires  this  return  of  service  of  sum- 
mons to  be  stamped.    The  officer  knew^  such  to  be  the  law- 
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knowing  sach  to  be  the  law  he  omits  to  do  it.     Now  in  the 
absence  of  all  other  evidence   or  any  explanation   of  the 
omission  to  stamp  the  instrument^  what  is  the  reasonable 
conclusion  from  these  facts  f     The  ordinary  mind  would  in- 
fer that  the  omission  was  intentional.     These  views  are  de- 
rived from  the  act  itself  and  the  changes  made  in  it  from 
time  to  time.     How  does  the  question  stand  on  authority  t 
In  25  How^^  388  it  is  decided  that  a  summons  in  supreme 
court  issued  without  stamp  is  invalid,  and  that  the  act  is 
constitutional.     This  was  under  the  act  of    L862,  requiring 
a  summons  as  well  as  a  certificate  to  be  stamped,  and   was 
before  the  amendment  in  relation  to  the  intent.      It  was  a 
case  of  simple  omission,  as  the  act  of  1862  had  nothing  in  it  in 
relation  to  the  intent,  and  is  the  same  as  we  have  construed 
the  present  law  to  be,  that  and  the  present  law  as  above  con. 
strued  being  the  same  for  simple   omission   of  stamp.      In 
the  case  in  36  How.y  188,  (U.  S.   district  court),  it  was  vir- 
tually held  that  a  subsequent  offering  of  stamp   to  a  prom- 
issary  note,  without  application  to  the   officer  agreeably  to 
section  158  of  the  act  of  congress,  would  not  cure  the  de- 
fect.     However  that  case  is  not  in  point  here,  as  no  stamp 
was  ever  affixed  to  this  return.     The  case  in   31  How.y  is 
referred  to  as  an  authority  that  the   appellant   cannot  raise 
the  question  or  objection  of  a  want  of  stamp  on  appeal.     In 
that  case  there  was  no  stamp  upon  the  summons.      There 
was  no  appearance  by  the  defendant  in  the  court  below. 
The  county  judge  held  that  no  stamp  was  required,  and  af- 
firmed the  judgment  for  that  reason.      The   supreme   court 
held  on  appeal  to  it,  that  a  stamp  was  required,  but  affirmed 
the  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  too  late  to  raise 
the  objection  after  judgment  in    the   court  below;  'Uhat 
the  objection  to  the  summons  should  have   been   made  be- 
fore the  justice  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons."    I  do 
not  think  this  case  consistent  with   many   well  adjudicated 
cases,  which  hold  that  a  party  not  appearing  waives  nothing, 
amd  other  cases  that  hold   that  the  party   may  raise  the 
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question  on  appeal,  though  it  is  not  stated  in  the  notice  of 
appeal  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  error.  (48  Barb.j  194) 
Perhaps  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that 
case  meant  that  inasmuch  as  the  summons  was  personally 
served,  and  the  defendant  had  an  opportunity  ot  knowing 
whether  it  had  a  stamp  upon  it  or  not,  and  did  know  that 
the  stamp  was  wanting  ;  the  defendant  waived  the  want 
of  stamp  by  not  appearing  and  objecting  upon  that  ground 
upon  the  return  day  of  the  summons.  If  so,  (and  I  fail  to 
see  }iny  other  waiver,)  the  case  is  different  from  the  one 
before  us,  for  in  this  case  the  defect  was  the  want  of  a  stamp 
upon  the  return,  and  this  the  defendant  who  did  not  ap- 
pear in  the  case  cannot  be  supposed  to  know  and  to  waive. 
The  court  in  that  case  say  the  omission  to  put  the  properstamp 
&c.,  should  perhaps  be  deemed  presumptive  evidence  of  the 
intent  d;c.,  but  nothing  more,  ''the  paper  is  not  void  but 
voidable.*'  Now  if  it  was  presumptive  evidence  of  the  ex- 
istence of  the  intent  which  invalidates,  and  there  is  no  other 
evidence  or  presumption,  why  does  it  not  invalidate  t  How 
can  it  be  said  that  it  is  not  void  but  voidable  for  such  omis- 
sion,  with  the  intent  presumed,  and  not  disproved  or  ex- 
plained, when  the  act  of  congress  provides  that  the  instru- 
ment thus  unstamped  shall  be  ^^  invalid  and  of  no  effectf 

In  the  case  before  me  there  was  no  appearance  by  the 
defendant  in  the  view  I  have  taken,  but  the  point  was  taken 
in  the  notice  of  appeal  and  was  argued  upon  the  appeal. 

I  am  constrained  to  hold  that  the  return  was  fatally  de- 
fective for  the  want  of  the  proper  stamp,  and  the  justice 
acquired  no  jurisdiction. 

But  if  I  had  come  to  a  different  conclusion  in  relation  to 
the  question  of  stamp,  yet  as  I  hold  there  was  no  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant,  the  adjournment  being  from  May 
23d,  to  June  Slst,  was  irregular,  and  the  justice  lost  juris- 
diction. A  justice  cannot  adjourn  upon  his  own  motion 
exceeding  eight  days  (if  the  adjournment  was  on  his  mo- 
tion) nor  can  plaintiff  adjourn  for  a  longer  period.    Th9 
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application  and  consent  of  the  defendant  to  the  adjourn 
ment  being  unauthorized  can  avail  nothing.  In  the  view  I 
have  taken  of  this  case  there  was  no  appearance  by  the  de- 
fendant. The  declarations  of  the  unauthorized  persons  and 
the  offers  of  delay  of  the  plaintiff  contained  in  the  stipula* 
tion  and  forming  part  of  the  return^  cannot  be  regar- 
ded. 

The  justice  returns  that  at  the  place  and  hour  to  which 
the  case  had  been  adjourned,  the  case  was  proceeded  with 
and  judgment  was  rendered.  I  think  it  is  fairly,  perhaps 
necessarily  inferable  from  the  return  that  he  did  not  wait 
the  hour  required  when  there  is  no  appearance  by  the  de- 
fendant) according  to  the  authorities  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed  for  that  reason,  (20  John..  309;  15  Barh.y  653, 
and  cases  cited  in  WaiPs  Pr.) 

Judgment  is  therefore  reversed  with  costs. 
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and  another. 


A  new  tricU  will  be  granted  in  the  following  oaBeSi  where  it  ie  moved   for  in 
time. 

1.  (f  evidence  material  to  the  verdicti  daring  the  progrees  of  the  trial,  was 
either  improperly  received  or  rejected. 

2.  If  the  judge  has  misdirected  the  jury,  or  omitted  to  direct  them  at  all, 
on  some  point  of  law  material  and  relative  to  the  case. 

3.  Where  the  judge  is  disqaalifled  by  reason  of  pecnniaiy  interest  in  the 
subject  matter  before  the  court. 

4.  If  the  successfiil  party,  or  any  officer  of  the  court,  or  the  jury  have  been 
guilty  of  gross  misconduct 

5.  If  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  entering  the  verdict. 

6.  If  the  damages  awarded  are  glaringly  excessive  or  palpably  insufficieni. 

7.  Where  it  is  made  out  that  the  verdict  was  by  surprise,  or  that  new  mate- 
rial evidence  has  been  discovered  subsequent  to  the  trial. 

8.  Where  the  verdict  was  procured  by  fraud,  perjury  or  conspiracy. 

9.  Where  the  verdict  is  manifestly  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

10.  Generally,  upon  satisfying  the  court  that  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  of 
justice. 

11.  Cases  of  fidse  verdicts,  without  corruption  or  bad  intentions  of  the 
iuries — ^they  may  have  heard  too  much  ot  the  case  before  the  trial,  and  imbibed 
prejudices,  without  knowing  it. 

12.  Where  the  case  may  be  intricate,  and  the  jury  have  been  so  long  engag- 
ed in  it,  as  to  distract  and  confound  their  attention.  Most  generally  verdicts 
include  legal  oonsequenoes  as  well  as  propositions  of  fact,  and  in  drawing  in- 
ferences from  fSetcts,  the  jury  may  mistake  and  infer  directly  contrary  to 
law. 

In  this  case,  a  new  trial  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  which  was 
claimed  to  be  newly  discovered,  was  not  in  fact  newly  discovered,  because,  1st 
the  source  of  it  was  known  in  the  transaction  from  i-he  start,  and  during  the  two 
former  trials.  And,  2d,  the  evidence  thus  sought,  if  given,  would  be  entirely  im 
materiaL 


Special  Term^  February^  1870. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  newly  discov- 
ered evidence. 
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Benedict  and  Boasdman,  far  defendants. 
John  A,  Godfrey,  for  plaintiffs* 

McCuNN,  J. — ^After  examining  closely  all  the  testimony 
taken  on  the  trial  in  this  case,  I  am  prepared  to  say  that  a 
new  trial  should  not  be  granted  upon  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence. I  am  well  aware  that  trials  at  nisi  prius  could  not 
subsist  without  the  power  somewhere  to  grant  new  trials. 
If  an  erroneous  judgment  is  given  on  a  question  of  law,  there 
are  many  ways  of  reviewing  it.  When  a  judge  commits 
error  in  examining  questions  of  fact  placed  before  him 
through  depositions,  affidavits,  or  the  like,  there  are  many 
ways  by  which  he  can  be  reviewed  and  set  right ;  but  a 
general  verdict  can  only  be  corrected  by  granting  a  new 
trial,  which  is  no  more  than  having  the  case  more  deliber- 
ately considered  by  another  jury ;  but  this  can  only  be  done 
according  to  prescribed  rules  of  law,  and  when  there  is  a 
reasonable  doubt— or  if  you  please— a  certainty,  that  jus- 
tice has  not  been  done. 

The  court  will  grant  a  new  trial  if  evidence  material  to 
the  verdict,  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  was  either  im- 
properly received  or  rejected ;  if  the  judge  has  misdirected 
the  jury,  or  omitted  to  direct  them  at  all,  on  some  point 
of  law  relative  to  the  case,  or  where  he  is  disqualified  by 
reason  of  pecuniary  interest  in  the  subject-matter  before 
the  court;  if  the  successful  party,  or  any  officer  of  the 
court,  or  the  jury,  have  been  guilty  of  gross  misconduct; 
if  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  entering  the  verdict;  or  if 
the  damages  awarded  are  glaringly  excessive  or  palpably 
insufficient.  It  is  also  deemed  good  ground  for  requiring 
that  the  issues  should  be  submitted  to  another  jury,  if  it  is 
made  out  that  the  verdict  was  by  surprise,  or  that  new  evi- 
dence, discovered  subsequent  to  the  trial,  is  now  available 
to  the  applicant ;  or  that  the  verdict  was  procured  by  fraud, 
perjury,  or  conspiracy,  or  was  manifestly  against  the  weight 
of  evidence ;  or  waa  perverse,  and  generally  upon  satisfying 
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the  court  that  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  of  justice,  rem- 
ediable by  a  new  trial,  it  will  be  granted,  if  moved  for  in 
time.  It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  whilst  it  is  a 
principle  with  our  courts  that  failure  of  justice  should  be 
corrected,  and  its  perfect  administration  secured,  yet  there 
is  another  important  object  which  judges  should  not  lose 
sight  of,  and  that  is,  causes  should  be  determined  promptly 
and  finally.  There  are  other  instances  when  new  trials  will 
be  ordered — cases  of  false  verdicts,  without  corruption  or 
bad  intentions  of  the  juries.  They  may  have  heard  too 
much  of  the  case  before  the  trial  and  imbibed  prejudices 
without  knowing  it ;  the  case  may  be  intricate  and  they  so 
long  engaged  in  it  as  to  distract  and  confound  their  atten* 
tion.  Most  generally  verdicts  include  legal  consequences 
as  well  as  propositions  of  fact.  In  drawing  inferences 
from  the  facts  the  jury  may  mistake,  and  infer  directly  con- 
trary to  law.  If  unjust  verdicts,  obtained  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, were  to  be  conclusive  forever,  the  rights  of 
civil  property,  under  this  mode  of  trial,  would  be  precarious 
and  unsatisfactory.  Therefore,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
the  ends  of  justice  that  there  should  be  opportunity  for  con- 
sidering cases  by  way  of  new  trial.  Indeed,  the  law  has  so 
watchful  an  eye  to  the  pure  and  unbiassed  administration  of 
justice  that  it  will  never  trust  the  passions  of  mankind  in 
the  decision  of  right. 

In  the  case  now  before  me  the  plaintiff  seeks  for  a  new 
trial  upon  one,  and  perhaps  the  most  simple,  of  the  propo- 
sitions or  causes  I  have  laid  down  above,  to  wit,  on  the 
ground  of  surprise ;  and  that  he  has  discovered  evidence 
since  the  trial  which  is  material,  and  which  is  now  availa- 
ble. I  am  not  for  granting  a  re-trial  of  the  issues  on  these 
grounds,  for,  upon  a  close  inspection  of  the  evidence  of  the 
defendant  Fiegel  in  regard  to  what  he  told  the  boy  when  he 
brought  the  letter  of  the  26th  of  August,  1864,  it  will  be  seen 
that  his  statements  to  said  boy  were  entirely  immaterial,  be- 
cause the  status  of  the  contract  and  of  the  parties  was  fixed 
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before,  by  the  note  or  order  of  the  twenty-third  of  same 
month,  given  by  defendant  in  the  store  of  plaintiff  for  the 
wire,  and  upon  the  strength  of  which  plaintiff  ordered  the 
goods.  I  am  averse  to  subjecting  parties  in  a  cause  to  un- 
necessary expense  and  delay  by  instituting  an  inquiry  in 
regard  to  an  incidental  or  immaterial  fact  or  circumstance, 
which  may  happen  to  lie  in  a  state  of  uncertainty,  unless 
such  fact  or  circumstance  was  so  manifestly  and  necessarily 
material  that  justice  could  not  be  satisfactorily  administered 
until  it  was  distinctly  ascertained.  This  can  only  be  the 
case  when' the  uncertain  fact  is  of  such  a  nature  that  if 
found  adverse  to  the  party  who  would  be  otherwise  entitled 
to  a  decision  it  should  turn  the  scale.  Supposing  the 
evidence  of  the  boy  taken,  and  the  uncertainty  of 
what  he  might  say  removed,  and  the  fact,  if  material  at  all, 
to  be  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  to  insist  upon  such  a  course 
of  granting  new  trials  for  such  trifles;  to  intercept  the  reg- 
ular course  of  judgment,  and  insist  upon  grasping  at  every 
opportunity  of  finding  some  individual  who  would  testfy  to 
some  fact  that  would  warrant  a  contrary  judgment  than  the 
one  rendered,  when  there  is  ample  room  to  dispose  of  the 
whole  question  upon  great  and  leading  principles,  as  I  will 
show  in  this  case  there  is,  would  be  productive  of  the  most 
serious  inconvenience  and  the  most  unnecessary  ex- 
pense. I  know  it  may  be  said  that  there  is  little  impropri- 
ety in  hearing  each  of  the  contending  parties,  and  in  deci- 
ding upon  argument  that  one  or  other  is  entitled  to  an  ab- 
solute decision,  or  that  the  justice  of  the  case  is  so  essen- 
tially connected  vnth,  and  dependent  upon  the  uncertain 
fact,  as  to  preclude  the  exercise  of  an  adequate  judg- 
ment udon  the  merits  until  that  uncertainty  is  removed ; 
yet  the  requiring  of  a  second  trial  upon  a  supposed  confes- 
sion of  what  a  witness  could  say  if  on  the  stand,  when  a 
small  degree  of  patient  attention  to  the  merits  would  pro- 
duce a  complete  explanation  and  show  the  proposed  testi- 
mony to  be  entirely  irrelevent  and  immaterial,  is  still  mora 
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repugnant  to  the  regular  administration  of  justice.  I  am 
therefore  opposed  to  granting  a  new  trial  upon  the  newly 
discovered  evidence  for  two  reasons :  Ist.  It  is  not  newly 
discovered  evidence,  because  this  boy  was  known  in  the 
transaction  from  the  start,  and  during  the  two  former  trials. 
2d.  The  evidence  which  he  might  give  as  to  what  defendant 
Fiegel  said  when  he,  the  boy,  delivered  the  note  is  entiiely 
immaterid.  En  passant  I  am  quite  clear,  as  the  proof 
stands  before  me,  that  the  learned  justice  who  tried  this 
cause,  would  have- been  justified  after  the  proof  was  closed 
in  ordering  judgment  for  plaintiff*  Because  mark  the  facts 
as  I  detail  them  : 

The  defendant  on  the  23d  of  August,  1864,  gives  the 
following  order  to  the  plaintiffs^  who  are  the  agents  of  the 
wire. 

"  Office  of  S.  S.  &  A.  T.  Meyer,  Agents,  &c., 

401  Beoadway,  New  York, 

August  23,  1864. 
Gentlemen. — ^Please  to  enter  for  me  on  your  order  book» 
26  barrels  of  Washburn  &  Moen's  glazed  wire,  at  the  rate  of 
77  for  18,  3  per  cent  discount. 

BespectfuUy  yours, 

FIEGEL  &  STBAUSS.'^ 

This  order  was  given  in  plaintiffs  store,  by  defendant  in 
person.  Plaintiffi  order  the  wire  occordingly  and  was 
charged  with  it  by  the  manufacturers.  The  moment  plaint- 
ifis  did  order  the  wire  the  contract  was  complete,  and  it  was 
not  necessary  for  them  (plaintiffs)  to  send  the  letter  of  the 
26th  by  the  boy,  and  consequently  what  may  have  passed 
between  defendant  and  the  boy  who  brought  the  letter  was 
wholly  immaterial :  besides  all  that  he  (the  defendant)  said 
to  the  boy  or  messenger  who  brought  the  letter,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  plaintiffs,  should  have  been  ruled  out.  Now,  Mr. 
Fiegel,  the  defendant  says  that  he  went  to  the  store  of  the 
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plaintiffs,  and  ordered  the  wire,  as  I  have  stated.  Moreo- 
ver, he  testifies  that  nine  of  twenty-five  barrels  were  deliv- 
ered and  accepted  by  him,  and  that  he  refused  to  take  the 
other  sixteen  barrels;  and  I  hold,  upon  this  state  of  facts,  it 
is  of  no  earthly  consequence  whether  the  second  note  was 
sent  by  plaintiffs  to  defendant  at  all,  or  what  he  (defendant) 
said  to  to  the  boy  when  it  was  delivered.  The  contract,  by 
his  own  showing,  was  a  complete  contract,  without  the  let- 
ter of  the  26th,  and  he  should  have  been  made  to  stand 
by  it. 

I  do  not^  however,  deem  this  question  before  me  on  this 
motion,  and  as  I  have  stated,  I  am  averse  to  disturbing  the 
verdict  at  circuit,  because  I  would  only  be  reviewing  or  in- 
terfering with  questions  paased  upon  by  another  judge — a 
judge  exercising  precisely  the  same  powers  as  myself,  and 
sitting  in  a  coordinate  branch  of  this  court ;  and  I  have  al- 
ways held  that  such  interference  by  the  judge  at  chambers 
or  at  special  term,  is  unwarranted ;  holding  that  the  gener- 
al term  is  the  only  place  to  correct  errors  committed  either 
at  circuit,  chambers,  or  special  term.  For  these  reasons  I 
deny,  pro  forma^  a  new  trial  on  ^he  grounds  of  error  com- 
mitted at  circuit,  and  I  allow  this  question  to  go  to  the 
court  in  hanco^  and  I  deny  absolutely  a  new  trial  on  the 
grounds  of  newly  discovered  evidence. 
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CJOURT  OP  OYER  AND  TERMINER. 

Thb  People  agt.  James  Naughton. 

The  ooait  of  oyer  and  terminer  is  the  highest  ooort  of  eriminal  }arisdlotieii,  aad 
has  power  *'  to  inquire  hy  the  oath  of  good  and  lawfal  men  of  the  same  conntj, 
of  an  crimes  and  misdemeanors  committed  or  triable  in  snch  county  ;  and  to  hear 
and  determine  all  snch  crimes  and  misdemeanors.*' 

It  also  has  the  power  to  compel  the  district  attorney  to  fhmish  a  litt  pf  the  wtnetteg 
examined  before  the  grand  jary,  and  to  allow  the  accused  or  his  counsel  to  ex- 
amine the  minutes  made  by  the  grand  jury  in  finding  the  indictment,  the  same 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  district  attorney. 

Where  the  accused  has  had  no  prtliminary  examination^  it  is  proper  that  he  should 
have  a  litt  of  the  triineetee  upon  which  an  indictment  is  found  against  him. 

While  it  is  undoubted  that  a  district  attorney  may  prefer  an  indictment,  without 
binding  the  party  over,  it  is  not  the  policy  of  the  law  that  he  should  have  it  in 
his  power  to  prevent  the  accused  from  making  a  defense. 

There  is  no  secrecy  imposed  upon  a  vitnctt  before  a  grand  jury,  either  as  to  the  fact 
of  his  being  called  before  them,  or  as  to  what  he  testifies  to.  The  minutes  of  the 
evidence  taken,  are  given  to  the  district  attorney ;  which  seems  conclusive  that 
the  names  of  the  witnesses  and  their  testimony  before  the  grand  jury,  are  not  mat- 
ters required  by  law  to  be  kept  secret 

The  principle  underlying  all  our  criminal  jurisprudence,  is,  that  the  .accused  shall 
have  a  ^btr  and  impartial  triaL  And  this  means  that  there  shall  be  no  surprise 
or  undue  advantage  taken. 

The  indictment  may  not  furnish  the  time,  within  several  months,  or  the  place 
except  the  name  of  the  oountyi  nor  the  witnesses  upon  whose  tesimony  it  is 
found. 

In  this  case,  that  part  of  the  motion  asking  for  the  names  of  the  witnesses  upon  the 
indictment,  was  granted ;  and  that  part  asking  for  copies  of  all  minutes  made  in 
the  grand  jury  room  when  said  indictment  (for  violation  of  the  election  laws) 
was  found,  was  denied,  for  the  reason  that  the  motion  papers  did  not  state  fiicts 
sufficient  to  warrant  such  an  order. 

KingSy  Oyer  and  Terminer^  March^  1870. 

Indictment  for  violation  of  election  laws. 

This  is  a  motion  on  part  of  defendants,  to  compel  the 
district  attorney  to  furnish  a  list  of  the  witnesses  examined 
before  the  grand  jury,  and  to  allow  the  accused  or  his  coun- 
sel to  examine  the  minutes  made  by  the  grand  jury  in 
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finding  the  indictment^  the  same  being  in  the  hands  of  the 
district  attorney. 

S.  D.  M0BSIS9  district  attomeyy  for  people. 
WmcHESTEB  BBirroN,  attorney  and  counsdfor  defend- 
ant 

First.  It  is  i^ithin  the  power  and  province  of  the  court^ 
to  grant  this  motion. 

I.  The  court  has  general  and  entire  control  over  the 
grand  jury  and  its  proceedings.  (1  Bish.  Cr.  Pro.y  %  142 
and  738). 

n.  The  secret  feature  of  the  grand  jury  which  in  some 
of  the  states  does  not  prevail^  (1  Bish.  Cr.  Pro.,  ^  728,)  is 
based  wholly  upon  grounds  of  public  policy  and  has  fre- 
quently been  relaxed,  when  public  policy  required  it,  or 
when  public  policy  no  longer  required  its  enforcement^  and 
private  rights  demanded  its  relaxation.  {Bumham  agt. 
Hatfield^  2  BlacJcf.y  21). 

The  jurors  are  sworn  to  secrecy,  *^  unless  called  on  in  a 
court  of  justice  to  make  disclosures.'^  {Oath  of  grand  juryy 
WUson^s  Am.  Jwro/r^  jp.,  179).  The  R.  S.,  provide  only  for 
secrecy;  in  case  of  felony,  until  the  defendant  shall  have 
been  arrested,  (2  B.  8.y  726  §  39 ;  SB.  S.y  1018  5th  Ed.) 

It  has  never  been  strictly  enforced,  except  in  so  far  that 
grand  jurors  have  never  been  asked  to  disclose,  how  they 
voted  upon  any  particular  indictment,  or  what  opinions  they 
expressed  during  their  deliberations.  {Pecple  agt.  Toung^ 
31  Col.  Bep.  663 ;  1  Bish.  on  Grim.  Pro.,  %  729  and  note  4; 
2  B.  S.y  726  §  33,  ^  31,  p.  1016,  3d  Vol.  6th  Ed.]  Shaft- 
bury^s  case  citedy  2  Holers  Pleas,  161  163). 

1.  Any  person  indicted  has  a  right  to  object  to  the 
proceedings  of  a  grand  jury,  if  the  indictment  against  him 
was  irregularly  or  illegally  found ;  for  instance,  if  found  by 
an  insufficient  number,  or  if  the  witnesses  examined  before 
it  were  not  sworn,  or  were  sworn  by  some  person  other 
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than  its  foreman^  or  if  the  grand  jury  were  sitting  after  the 
court  to  which  they  were  attached  had  adjourned,  or  for 
any  other  cause,  tending  to  show  the  invalidity  of  the  in- 
dictment. 

The  citizen  has  always  been  allowed  the  largest  liberty 
of  availing  himself  of  any  defect  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
grand  jury,  or  in  any  want  of  conformity  tc  the  prescribed 
forms  of  procedure.  {McOuire  agt.  Peqpfe,  2  Park.  Cr.  iJ., 
162  ;  2  Park.  Cr.  Ry  309,)  and  the  right  to  object  to  the 
proceedings  after  the  indictment  is  found,  is  one  of  the  most 
important  rights  secured  to  the  citizen  (2  Park.  Cr.  JR.,  ante). 

To  enable  such  objection  to  be  made,  it  is  essential  that 
the  defendant  has  the  means  of  obtaining  knowledge  of  such 
irregularities. 

2.  It  was  formerly  customary  to  swear  and  examine 
witnesses  in  open  court.  (2  Hal^s  Pleas  161 ;  note  2  Hale?s 
Pleas  164). 

Such  is  now  the  rule  in  England  except  when  provided 
otherwise  by  statute,  and  in  Pennsylvania,  while  they  are 
sworn  in  Connecticut  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  then 
the  prisoner  may  be  present  during  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses. {State  agt.  Fassety  16  Conn,  i?.,  457,  469) ;  when 
witnesses  are  so  sworn  in  open  court,  the  public  has  an 
opportunity  of  knowing  what  witnesses  are  sworn,  and  in 
the  latter  case  the  knowledge  is  extended  beyond  the  grand 
jury  and  the  district  attorney,  or  his  representative,  under 
no  injunctions  of  secrecy  on  them.  It  is  also  the  practice 
in  England  to  indorse  upon  the  indictment  the  names  of 
the  witnesses,  upon  the  testimony  of  whom  the  indictment 
was  found,  and  such  is  the  rule  in  some  of  the  United 
States. 

In  Massachusetts  it  is  held  to  be  the  absolute  right  of  the 
defendant  to  be  furnished  with  the  names  of  the  witnesses. 
{Com.  agt.  Knappy  9  Pick.  498 ;  Com.  agt  Lockey  14  PicLy 
486 ;  Com.  agt.  WdUery  17  Pick.y  403). 

In  this  state  witnesses  were  sworn  in  open  court  until 
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1813,  when  by  statute,  the  power  to  administer  the  oath, 
for  convenience,  was  given  to  the  foreman  of  the  grand  jury. 
Surely  that  act  did  not  deprive  the  prisoner  of  an  existing 
right,  in  a  proper  case,  (if  in  any  case,)  of  knowing  the 
names  of  the  witnesses. 

3.  Nor  is  there  any  good  reason  why  the  prisoner  should 
not  be  permitted  to  know  the  testimony,  when  it  seems 
reasonable  in  order  to  enable  him  to  prepare  for  trial. 

a.  There  are  no  grounds  of  public  policy  against  it,  as  on 
preliminary  examinations  before  a  magistrate,  the  testimony 
is  publicly  given. 

b.  On  an  indictment  of  a  witness  sworn  before  the  grand 
jury  for  perjury,  it  is  competent  to  call  a  grand  juror  to 
show  what  his  testimony  was  before  the  jury,  otherwise  no 
such  indictment  could  even  be  tried.  {Crocker  agt.  Stcde 
Meigs.,  127 ;   Wharton's^  Or.  i.,  130). 

c.  On  the  trial  of  the  issues  found  under  the  indictment, 
it  is  competent  to  show  that  a  witness  there  sworn,  testified 
differently  before  the  grand  jury,  and  it  is  a  competent  and 
common  practice  to  question  such  a  witness,  as  to  his 
testimony  before  the  grand  jury.  (3  12.  5.  j).;  1016  seCj  31, 
m  Ed. ;  Wharton^a  Cr.  i.,  130). 

Second.  The  motion  should  be  granted. 

I.  Ater  the  defendant  has  been  arrested  on  a  bench  war- 
rant there  is  no  public  policy  forbidding  him  to  become 
possessed  of  such  information. 

Public  policy  does  not  demand  that  a  prisoner  shall  not 
have  a  fair  chance  to  prepare  and  make  his  defense.  In  this 
country  individual  rights  are  held  to  be  of  some  value,  and 
men  are  not  supposed  to  be  convitced  of  offenses  by  any 
secret  and  star  chamber  proceedings,  depriving  them  of  a 
full  and  fair  opportunity  to  make  their  defense.  {See 
Wharton?s  Am.  Cr.  L.  p.j  116,  note). 

n.  The  secret  feature  of  the  grand  jury  is  not  in  harmony 
with  the  policy  of  this  government  or  its  judicial  institutions 
and  should  not  be  extended. 
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m.  The  present  case  is  one  which  fairly  invokes  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  to  make  this  order. 

Ist.  The  defendant  had  no  preliminary  examination. 
{See  Whartan^s  Cr.  L.p.y  116  note). 

2.  He  shows  that  a  knowledge  of  these  facts  are  essential 
to  make  his  defense. 

3.  The  district  attorney^  who  is  possessed  of  the  minutes 
of  the  grand  jury  refuses  to  furnish  these  particulars. 

4.  The  prisoner  has  been  arrested  on  a  bench  warrant 
and  allowed  by  the  district  attorney  to  go  at  large^  showing 
that  he  has  no  fear  but  his  presence  at  the  trial  will  be 
secure. 

5.  The  crime  charged  is  of  not  so  high  a  grade,  or  of 
such  a  nature,  nor  alleged  to  have  been  committed  under 
any  such  aggravated  circumstances  as  to  call  for  vindictive- 
ness,  or  exceptional  treatment  on  the  part  of  the  officers  of 
this  government.  It  is  a  notoriously  common  practice  for 
the  district  attorney  of  this  county  to  allow  a  prisoner 
to  become  possessed  of  this  information  before  or  at  his 
trial. 

Pratt,  J. — ^The  motion  papers  set  forth  that  the  accused 
was  indicted  without  any  preliminary  examination  before 
a  magistrate ;  that  he  has  no  means  of  knowing  the  particu- 
lar time,  place  or  circumstances  relied  on  by  the  people ; 
that  at  different  times  during  the  day  upon  which  the  charge 
is  laid,  a  large  number  of  persons  were  present  at  said 
voting  place,  and  unless  he  can  ascertain  the  precise  time 
at  which  he  is  charged  to  have  committed  the  offense,  it  is 
impossible  for  him  to  determine  what  witnesses  to  summon 
in  his  defense,  or  in  any  manner  to  prepare  for  trial;  that 
important  irregularities  occured  in  the  proceedings  of  said 
grand  jury,  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  indictment,  which 
said  minutes  will  disclose ;  that  he  has  demanded  the  list  of 
witnesses  and  the  inspection  oi  the  minutes  of  the  district 
attorney  and  been  refused.  None  of  these  allegations  are 
denied  on  the  part  of  the  people. 
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The  power  of  this  court  to  entertain  and  decide  these 
questions  cannot  be  contradicted. 

The  coyrt  of  oyer  and  terminer  is  the  highest  court  of 
criminal  jurisdiction,  and  has  power  "to  inquire  by  the 
oath  of  good  and  lawful  men  of  the  same  county,  of  all 
crimes  and  misdemeanors  committed  or  triable  in  such 
county;  and  to  hear  and  determine  all  such  crimes  and  mis- 
demeanors.'^ 

This  motion  does  not  seek  to  review  any  prior  deter- 
mination made  in  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  but 
to  have  the  court  act  upon  an  indictment  now  pending 
therein. 

The  grand  jury  is  a  constituent  part  of  the  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  and  its  proceedings  are  a  part  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer.  The  court 
*  inquires''  by  the  grand  jury,  and  *•  tries  and  determines" 
with  the  petit  jury. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  when  the  grand  jury  is 
in  session  it  ]s  completely  under  the  control  of  the  court, 
and  the  court  can  at  any  time  re-commit  an  imperfect  find- 
ing, or  may  take  measures,  on  the  suggestion  of  a  defendant, 
to  determine  whether  twelve  assented  to  the  bill.  {StcUe 
agt.  Squire,  2  N.  jET.,  558 ;  Letois  case  4  Crreene  448 ;  1  Bish. 
Cr.  Pr.  sec.j  142-738). 

If  then,  a  defendant  while  a  grand  jury  is  in  session,  can 
raise  this  issue  and  the  court  can  determine  it,  why  not  at 
any  subsequent  time  prior  to  trial,  as  the  grand  jury  (  as  in 
this  case  they  did)  may  have  adjourned  before  the  accused 
knew  he  was  indicted  t  That  the  right  to  raise  the  question 
is  necessary  to  the  protection  of  the  innocent  and  is  simple 
justice,  needs  only  to  be  stated  to  appear.  If  the  accused 
upon  good  cause  shown  may  demand  the  list  of  witnesses 
examined,  it  foUbws  that  the  court  not  only  has  the  power 
but  must  make  the  order.  Can  it  be  tolerated  that  the 
court  which  "  inquires'^  into  all  offenses  and  tries  all  indict- 
ments, cannot  also  determine  whether  a  paper  placed  upon 
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the  files  of  the  court  is  an  indictment  or  not  t    A  charge 
does  not  become  an  indictment  until  it  is  legally  found. 

Suppose  the  grand  jury  were  not  sworn,  or  that  the  wit- 
nesses were  not  under  oath,  or  that  less  than  twelve  con- 
curred in  finding  a  bill,  or  suppose  the  accused  comes  into 
court  and  offers  to  prove  by  the  foreman  that  the  indictment 
was  never  before  the  grand  jury,  that  what  purports  to  be  the 
signature  of  the  foreman  is  a  forgery,  are  these  not  matters 
to  be  heard  in  this  court,  and  is  there  any  other  tribunal 
before  which  they  can  be  heard  in  the  first  instance,  and 
may  not  the  court  resort  to  the  minutes  of  the  grand  jury 
for  evidence  to  determine  them,  or  take  any  other  course 
not  in  violation  of  the  jurors'  oaths  T  To  hold  the  court 
had  no  power  in  such  cases  would  be  subversive  of  justice. 

There  are  sound  reasons  of  public  policy  why  the  courts 
should  have  the  power  of  passing  upon  the  questions  raised 
upon  this  motion. 

Abuses  have  become  frequent  in  the  grand  jury  system, 
and  in  many  instances  great  injustice  has  been  perpetrated 
upon  individuals.  Many  indictments  are  found  that  are 
nevep  brought  to  trial,  many  innocent  persons  are  indicted, 
when  if  sufficient  scrutiny  had  been  observed^  an  indictment 
would  never  hkve  been  found. 

Many  cases  are  to  be  found  where  parties  who  have  been 
defeated  in  a  prosecution  before  an  examining  magistrate, 
have  presented  themselves  before  a  grand  jury,  and  upon  a 
one  sided  statement  procured  an  indictment. 

Judge  Babrett  in  a  recent  paper  upon  this  subject  holds 
the  following  language : 

"  This  body  was  formerly  supposed  to  be  one  of  the  bul- 
works  of  liberty.  If  so,  its  day  is  surely  past,  for  it  has 
come  to  be  regarded  as  a  mere  adjunct  to  public  prosecutors, 
a  cumbersome  machine  for  the  grinding  out  of  questionable 
indictments,  a  vast  political  power,  and  in  bad  or  unscrupu- 
lous hands,  an  engine  of  oppression,  wrong,  and  outrage. 
Witness  the  spectacle,  neither  impossible  nor  unfrequent,  of 


NEW  TOBK  FBAOnCE  BEP0BT8.  437 


People  agt  Naoghton. 


a  grand  jury  in  secret  session  in  one  room,  and  a  petit  jnry 
impanelled  in  another,  a  public  prosecutor  hovering  over 
the  two,  and  perhaps  influencing  both  ;  citizens  indicted  by 
the  one^  and  brought  to  trial  upon  short  notice  before  the 
other.  All  this,  with  or  without  the  incident  of  but  a  sin- 
gle appeal  to  the  judge  who  tries  them.  Here  is  a  spectacle 
with  the  action  of  which  angels  might  perhaps  be  trusted, 
but,  where  common  mortals  alone  appear  upon  the  scene, 
fraught  with  danger  to  our  liberties  and  subversive  of  our 
dearest  rights.'' 

The  members  of  this  body  are  selected  from  the  mass  of 
the  people  and  assume  their  duties  possessing  the  passions, 
prejudices  and  excitements  common  in  the  community  at 
the  time  of  their  service.  When  their  duties  are  ended  they 
return  to  the  mass  of  the  people,  intangible  for  any  of  their 
official  acts ;  within  the  sphere  of  their  duties  they  are 
omnipotent.  It  is  not  pretended  that  any  power  can  con- 
trol them  in  the  performance  of  their  duty^  but  the  power 
should  and  does  reside  in  the  courts,  of  which  grand  jurors 
are  a  constituent  part,  to  inquire  whether  the  grand  jury 
have  performed  their  duty,  or  whether  they  have  exceeded 
their  powers.  Every  member  of  the  community  is  interested 
in  preserving  the  grand  jury  system  in  its  purity  and  use- 
fulness. It  must  retain  the  confidence  of  the  people,  and 
stand  upon  the  ground  of  vindicating  the  public  law ;  to  do 
this,  it  must  be  a  judicial  tribunal,  acting  strictly  within  the 
principles  upon  which  it  was  originally  based. 

Assuming  that  the  court  has  ample  power  to  decide  the 
questions  raised  by  the  motion,  the  question  is,  shall  the 
accused,  upon  these  motion-papers,  have  a  list  of  the  wit- 
nesses examined  before  the  grand  jury  t 

It  may  not  be  improper,  in  discussing  this  question,  to 
aUude  briefly  to  the  principles  involved  in  the  grand  jury 
system.  The  grand  jury  had  its  origin  at  a  time  when  there 
raged  a  fierce  conflict  between  the  rights  of  the  subject  and 
the  power  of  the  crown.     It  was  established  to  secure  to  the 
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subject  a  right  to  appeal  to  his  peers,  under  the  immunity 
of  secrecy  and  irresponsibility,  before  the  government  could 
bring  him  to  trial.  It  was  a  right  wrung  from  the  govern- 
ment to  secure  the  subject  against  oppression. 

The  principles  of  secrecy  and  irresponsibility  wer«^  incor- 
porated into  the  system  at  the  instance,  and  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  subject. 

The  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  constitutioQ 
of  all  the  states,  show  that  it  is  adopted  here  as  a  means  of 
protection  to  the  citizens,  as  well  as  a  necessary  aid  to 
public  justice.  The  statutes  of  this  state  are  full  and 
explicit  in  defining  the  rights  of  the  citizens,  and  of  the 
people,  and  the  functions  of  the  grand  jury,  and  are  entirely 
consistent  with  the  pdnciple  before  stated.  (2  Bev,  SiaUj 
748,  sec,  33,  EcVs  Ed.) 

The  question  is  now  presented,  shall  a  principle 
established  for  the  protection  of  the  citizen  be  used  by  the 
government  to  oppress  himt  The  answer  is  seli  evident. 
That  there  is  no  sound  reason  why  the  accused  should  not 
have  a  list  of  witnesses,  is  evinced  by  the  fact  that  the  law 
provides  for  a  preliminary  examination  where  the  prisoner 
not  only  has  an  opportunity  to  see  the  witnesses,  but  to 
cross-examine  them,  and  as  matter  of  every  day  experience, 
a  large  majority  of  cases  are  examined  before  a  magistrate. 
It  can  be  reasonably  inferred  from  these  statutory  provisions 
that  it  is  proper  the  accused  should  have  a  list  of  witnesses 
where  there  has  been  no  preliminary  examination.  While 
it  is  undoubted  that  a  district  attorney  may  prefer  an  indict- 
ment without  binding  the  party  over ;  it  is  not  the  policy 
of  the  law  that  he  should  have  it  in  his  power  to  prevent 
the  accused  from  making  a  defense.  It  is  not  the  usual  course 
to  first  present  the  case  to  the  grand  jury,  and  while  we 
may  believe  that  this  case  may  be  one  of  a  nature  requiring 
such  action,  yet  the  accused  should  not  be  deprived  of  all 
legitimate  means  of  defending  himself. 

Says  a  learned  commentator:  By  the  opportunity  given 
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to  the  accused,  of  hearing  and  examining  the  prosecutor  and 
his  witnesses,  he  ascertains  the  time,  place,  and  circum- 
stances of  the  crime  charged  against  him,  and  thus  is 
enabled,  if  he  is  an  innocent  man,  to  prepare  his  defense,  a 
thing  of  the  hardest  practicability  if  a  preliminary  hearing 
is  not  afforded  to  him  ;  for  how  is  an  accused  person  effec- 
tively to  prepare  his  defense  unless  he  is  informed,  not 
merely  what  is  charged  against  him,  but  when,  where,  and 
how,  he  is  said  to  have  violated  the  public  law.  It  is  not 
true  that  a  bill  of  indictment  furnishes  him  with  this  vital 
information.  It  practically  neither  describes  the  time, 
place,  or  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged ;  time  is 
sufficiently  described  if  the  day  on  which  the  crime  is 
charged  is  any  day  before  the  finding  of  the  bill,  whether  it 
is  the  true  day  of  its  commission  or  not.  Place  is  sufficiently 
indicated  if  stated  to  be  within  the  proper  county,  where 
the  indictment  is  found ;  and  the  circumstances  are  ade- 
quately detailed,  when  the  offense  is  described  according  to 
certain  technical  formula. 

Hence  the  inestimable  value  of  preliminary  public  invest^ 
igation  by  which  the  accused  can  be  truly  informed  before 
he  comes  to  trial,  what  the  offense  is  he  is  called  upon  to 
respond  to.  It  is  by  this  system  that  criminal  proceedings 
aie  ordinarily  originated.  When  we  consider  the  course 
of  practice  in  finding  indictments  (at  the  time  the  statutes 
were  passed)  in  connection  with  the  words  used  in  the 
statutes,  a  strong  inference  can  be  drawn  that  it  was  a  con- 
ceded right  of  the  accused  to  have  a  list  of  the  witnesses. 
(2.  Re^  Stat^  752,  sec.j  55^  etc.  etc).  It  was  customary 
in  many  counties  in  this  state  prior  to  the  passage  of 
above  statute,  for  the  prosecuting  officer  to  draft  the  in- 
dictments in  his  office,  indorse  thereon  the  names  of  the 
witnesses,  and  send  the  same  to  the  grand  jury  to  be  in- 
vestigated. 

The  names  of  the  witnesses  were  regarded  as  much  an 
» indorsement,    as   to    words    *^true   bill,''  and    hence   we 
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find  in  the  statute  above  referred  to^  the  provision  that  the 
accused  shall  be  entitled  '^  to  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  and 
of  all  indorsements  thereon." 

It  is  also  fair  to  presume  that  the  oath  taken  by  the 
grand  jury  covers  all  matters  required  by  law  to  be  kept 
secret,  except  such  matters  as  are  specially  prohibited  by 
law. 

The  oath  is,  '^  the  counsel  of  the  people,  your  fellows, 
and  your  own  you  will  keep  secret^'  and  the  test  upon 
the  question,  whether  matter  is  privileged  or  not,  is,  does  it 
transcend  the  oath  f 

The  oath  does  not  apply  to  matters  of  fact  shown  to 
the  grand  jury.  {L.  Eenyon,  in  Sykes  agt.  Denton^  2  Selw. 
N.  F). 

Park  J.  Freeman^  agt.  AsJceel  (l  C.  and  P.  137;  4  Chit. 
Or.  L.  183,  C.  S.  Y. ;  Law  agt.  SaoU^  5  Ear.  &  J.,  438. 
Hujgedekossr  agt.  Cottony  4  WattSy  56,  57,  58;  Whart 
Sel  N.  P.  815). 

The  only  secrecy  that  has  been  strictly  enforced  in  this 
country  or  in  England  in  the  grand  jury  system,  is  that  con- 
tained in  the  oath  and  statutes.  {People  agt.  GanVy  31  Cal. 
Rep.  563 ;  1  Bish.  Crim.  Pro.  Ser.  729;  2  Park.  C.  R.  162; 
2  Hale's  P.  C.  161). 

There  is  no  secrecy  imposed  upon  a  witness  before  a  grand 
jury,  either  as  t3  the  fact  of  his  being  called  before  them,  or 
as  to  what  he  testifies  to. 

The  niinutes  of  the  evidence  taken  are  given  to  the  dis- 
trict attorney.  This  seems  conclusive  that  the  names  of 
the  witnesses  and  their  testimony  before  a  grand  iury  are 
not  matters  required  by  law  to  be  kept  secret. 

Judge  Wilde,  in  granting  the  application  for  a  list  of 
witnesses  in  the  case  of  Ceruth  agt.  Knapp,  stated  that  he 
never  knew  a  case  where  it  was  denied.  (9  Pick.  498 ;  14 
Pick.  485). 

{Earl  of  Shaftshury^s  Case :  HoweWs  State  Trials  Vol.  3). 
In  this  case  an  efibrt  was  made  by  the  crown  lawyers  to 
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procure  an  indictment  for  high  treason  against  the  EarL 
The  Earl  applied  to  have  the  witnesses  before  the  grand  jury 
examined  in  open  court;  and  in  his  presence. 

The  objection  was  taken  that  the  oath  of  the  grand  jury 
bound  them  to  secrecy^  but  the  court  held  that  that  objec- 
ti(fh  might  be  removed,  and  made  the  order  accordingly. 
The  witnesses  were  so  examined,  and  the  grand  jury 
indorsed  ignoramus  upon  the  bills.  Commentators  say  that 
this  proceeding,  in  all  probability,  saved  the  life  of  an 
innocent  man. 

That  there   was  never  any  secrecy  in  this  country  in 

regard  to  who  testified  before  a  grand  jury  is  shown  by  the 
fact  that  until  recent  statutes  were  passed,  giving  the  fore- 
man power  to  administer  oaths,  the  witnesses  were  sworn 
in  open  court,  and  such  is  the  custom  now  in  many  states, 
and  in  some  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States,  and 
in  some  of  the  states  the  accused  may  be  present  at  the 
examination  of  the  witnesses.  (16  Term,  67-469).  It 
could  not  have  been  intended  by  the  legislature,  in  giving  a 
governor  a  right  to  administer  an  oath,  to  take  away  an 
existing  right  of  the  citizen.  It  is  as  much  the  duty  of  the 
state  to  protect  tbe  liberty  of  the  individual  as  to  punish 
the  ofienders  against  the  law.  If  this  was  a  question 
entirely  new  to  our  courts,  there  could  be  no  doubt  in  re- 
gard to  it. 

The  principle  underlying  all  our  criminal  jurisprudence 
is,  that  the  accused  shall  have  a  fair  and  impartial  trial. 
The  law  presumes  him  innocent  until  after  verdict  of 
guilty.  It  gives  him  a  right  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf ; 
does  it  not  also  presume  he  will  not  suborn  fitnesses,  or 
do  any  other  unlawful  acts?  In  order  that  a  prisoner 
may  provide  witnesses  for  his  defense,  the  law  provides 
that  he  shall  be  tried  at  the  place  where  the  offense  is 
committed. 

What  is  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  ?  The  phrase  means 
there  thall  be  no  surprise  or  undue  advantage  taken. 
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Is  it  fair  that  he  should  not  know  when  and  where  he  is 
charged  to  have  broken  the  law^  and  who  are  his  accusers? 
The  indictment,  as  we  have  shown  before,  may  not  furnish 
the  time  within  several  months,  or  the  place,  except  the 
name  of  the  county,  nor  the  witnesses  upon  whose  testi- 
mony it  is  found.  Suppose  the  witnesses  who  appeared 
against  him  before  the  grand  jury  were  infamous,  what 
opportunity  has  he  to  impeach  them  if  he  cannot  know  who 
they  are  until  they  are  placed  upon  the  stand  before  a  petit 
jury — or  suppose  they  have  a  bias  against  the  prisoner, 
should  not  the  accused  have  a  right  to  show  these  facts 
before  a  petit  juryt  A  prisoner  would  not  have  a 
fair  trial  if  this  was  denied  to  him,  yet  practically  he  cannot 
show  these  facts  unless  he  'can  know  who  the  witnesses 
were,  and  what  was  their  testimony. 

There  can  be  no  good  purpose  subserved  by  preventing  an 
accused  from  having  this  information. 

Where  a  person  is  examined  before  a  magistrate,  he  not 
only  can  appear  by  counsel  and  cross-examine  the  witnesses, 
but  is  entitled  to  produce  his  own  witnesses,  and  take  down 
in  writing  the  examination,  and  all  the  examinations  must 
be  certified  to  by  the  magistrate  to  the  court — (2  Hev.  SkU.j 
729). 

Analogies  are  not  wanted  in  civil  practice  to  show  how 
the  rights  of  parties  are  protected  against  surprise  and  undue 
advantage ;  the  bill  of  discovery,  the  examination  of  the 
opposite  party  before  trial,  the  motion  to  make  the  com- 
plaint more  definite  and  certain,  tiie  demand  for  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, the  inspection  of  books  and  papers,  are  wise  pro- 
visions to  protect  suitors.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the 
law,  so  careful  of  rights  of  property,  contains  nothing  for 
protecting  the  liberty  of  the  citizen.  That  there  is  no 
principle  of  secrecy,  except  such  as  is  before  stated,  standing 
between  the  accused  and  his  defense,  is  further  shown  by 
the  fact  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  resort  to  the 
minutes  of  evidence  taken  before  the  grand  jury  in  deciding 
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questions  of  bail.  {See  Teople  agt.  Van  Home^  8  Barb., 
164).  That  part  of  the  motion  asking  for  the  names  of  the 
witnesses  upon  this  indictment  must  be  granted.  That  part 
asking  for  copies  of  all  minutes  made  in  grand  jury  room 
when  said  indictment  was  found  is  denied,  for  the  reason 
that  the  motion  papers  do  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  war- 
rant such  an  order.  They  do  not  state  wherein  any  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  grand  jury  were  irregular,  so  the  court 
can  judge  whether  it  is  a  matter  competent  for  the  defend- 
ant at  this  time  to  challenge  or  investigate,  or  wherein  an 
inspection  is  essential  to  protect  any  right  of  the  defendant, 
or  wherein  the  non-production  of  the  minutes  will  work  an 
injustice,  or  that  he  cannot  more  properly  derive  all  the 
information  he  seeks  from  other  sources.  Before  the  court 
order  the  district  attorney  to  produce  any  paper  which  he 
has  deemed  it  his  duty  to  withhold,  the  party  seeking  such 
an  order  must  bring  himself  strictly  within  the  laws.  It 
may  also  be  said  that  it  does  not  appear  from  said  motion 
papers,  but  that  all  that  appears  on  said  minutes  may  be 
matters  required  by  law  to  be  kept  secret. 

Neither  does  it  appear  that  said  minutes  contain  one  item 
of  matter  to  the  possession  of  which  the  defendant  is  entitled, 
in  order  to  prepare  for  trial. 

The  court  cannot  permit  the  said  minutes  to  be  used  to 
disclose  how  any  juror  voted,  or  what  was  said  by  any  juror 
during  their  deliberations,  or  to  impeach  a  regular  finding 
of  a  grand  jury.  It  is  only  within  certain  restrictions  that 
any  inspection  of  the  minutes  can  be  allowed.  The  accused 
not  having  brought  this  branch  of  his  motion  within  tho 
rule,  it  is  denied. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

The  Bbookltn  Oil  REFmEBY  agt.  Daniel  Brown  and 

others. 

Mntoality  of  obligation  is  not  essential  to  the  obligatory  power  of  a  eontrateL 
An  agreement  nnder  the  statute  of  firaads  will  bind  the  party  who  subscribed  it, 
altbongh  there  may  be  no  legal  remedy  at  his  soit  against  the  other  by  reason  of 
this  latter  party  haying  omitted  to  subscribe  it.  A  subscription  by  the  agent  of 
the  party  charged  is  sufficient. 

A  contract  was  made  as  follows :  **  New  York,  Maroh  31,  1868.  Sold  to  Sterling 
Oil  Works  for  account  of  Mr.  D.  Brown  &  Sons,  one  hundred  and  rixty  thousand 
( 160,000 j  gallons,  crude  petroleum,  gravity  40-17,  at  eleven  and  three-quarters 
(Ilf )  cents  per  gallon.  To  be  delivered  to  bulk  lighter  at  yard  free  of  expense. 
Tank  measurement ;  quality  and  quantity  to  be  accepted  at  the  time  oi  delivery 
at  yard. 

**  Sellers  option  during  the  month  of  May  next,  at  the  rate  of  forty  thousand  (40,000) 
gallons  per  week  through  the  month.  D.  Bkowk  6b  Sons. 

**  Stamped  and  executed  in  presence  of,  H.  C.  Ohlbh,  Broker.    Terms  cash." 

ffeid,  tjiat  this  was  binding  on  the  defendants  as  a  contract,  and  especially  so  as 
they  hod  explicitly  admitted  it  in  the  pleadings  in  the  action. 

Under  this  contract  the  defendants  are  obliged  to  notify  the  plaintiffs  at  what 
"  yard"  and  at  what  time,  they  propose  to  deliver  the  oil,  before  any  obligation  is 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  send  their  lighter  for  the  oiL 

It  is  a  settled  doctrine  that  the  duty  of  action — of  delivery,  or  demand,  or  tender,  is 
on  him  who  reserves  to  himself  an  option.  Therefore  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
bound  to  pay,  or  tender  payment  for  the  oil,  before  the  defendant  had  delivered 
or  offered  to  deliver  it.  Beadiness  and  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifi 
to  pay  for  the  oil,  were  sufficient,  without  proof  of  payment  or  tender  of 
payment. 

This  contract  obliges  the  defendants  to  deliver  40,000  gallons  a  week,  and  their 
option  only  applies  to  the  day  of  the  week  on  which  they  might  delivei^-not  the 
option  to  deliver  the  whole  160,000  gallons  on  the  last  day  of  May— which  fiilling 
on  Sunday,  they  might  deliver  the  whole  on  the  first  day  of  June.  They 
expressly  agree  to  deliver  the  whole  160,000  gallons  in  tiie  vum^  of  Jfajr,  and  a 
delivery  on  the  first  day  of  June  would  not  satisfy  their  contraot. 

Trial  term  Februarffy  1870. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  a  non-suit. 

A.  S.  Sullivan  and  Cottehill  Brothers,  caunsdfor 
defendants. 
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Roger  A.  Pbyob  and  James  F.  MobgaN;  counsel  for 
plaintiffs. 

McCuNN,   J.  {Nisi  Prius)— -The  action  is  by  a  vendee 
against  a  vendor,  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  con 
tract  on  the  part  of  the  latter  in  failing  to  deliver  in  par 
suance  of  a  contract. 

The  contract  is  literally  as  follows : 

^SiS>r*5  New  Yobk  March  31,  1868. 

^0^00^  SoM  to  Sterling  Oil  Works  for  account 
Mr.  D.  Brown  &  Sons,  one  hundred  and  sixty  thousand 
(160,000)  gallons,  crude  petroleum,  gravity  40-47,  at 
eleven  and  three-quarters  (llf)  cents  per  gallon.  To  be 
delivered  to  bulk  lighter  at  yard  free  of  expense.  Tank 
measurement ;  quality  and  quantity  to  be  accepted  at  the 
time  of  delivery  at  yard, 

Seller's  option  during  the  month  of  May  next,  at  the 
rate  of  forty  thousand  (40,000)  gallons  per  week  through 
the  month. 

Accepted.      ,  D.  BROWN  &  SONS. 

Stamped  and  executed  in  the  presence  of 

H.  C.  Ohlen,  Broker. 
Terms  cash. 

The  pleadings  admit  the  contract,  the  authority  of  the 
broker  to  make  it  in  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  contract  by  the  defendants,  and  the  non-delivery 
of  the  oil  in  pursuance  of  the  contract.  (The  assignment 
of  the  contract  to  the  plaintiffs  is  admitted.)  The  plaintiffs 
prove  that  the  defendants  never  delivered  nor  offered 
to  deliver  the  oil ;  that  the  plaintiSs  were  ready  and  willing 
to  receive  the  oil  all  during  the  month  of  May,  1868  ;  that 
during  that  period  they  were  ready  and  willing  to  pay  for 
the  oil ;  that  on  the  last  day  of  each  week  in  the  month  of 
May  they  demanded  the  40,000  gallons  of  oil,  and  offered 
to  pay  for  the  same ;  and  that  on  the  30th  day  of  the  month 
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of  May  (the  Slat  being  Sunday)  they  demanded  the  whole 
160^000  gallons  of  oil;  and  then  and  there  offered  to  pay 
for  the  same.  On  occasion  of  each  demand  and  offer  the 
defendants  neglected  or  refused  to  deliver  the  oil— claiming, 
first,  that  they  were  not  bound  to  deliver  any  oil  before 
the  last  day  of  the  month ;  and,  secondly,  that  they  were 
not  bound  to  deliver  or  give  an  order  of  delivery  before  they 
were  paid. 

The  plaintifis  having  rested,  the  defendants  move  for 
a  non-suit  on  the  following  grounds  :  1.  That  there  was 
no  contract;  and  they  claim  there  was  no  contract, 
first,  for  want  of  mutuality  of  obligation ;  and  secondly, 
because  the  contriGu^t  is  not  subscribed  so  as  to  satisfy  the 
statute  of  frauds. 

Conceding,  for  argument,  that  there  is  no  mutuality  of 
obligation,  the  obvious  answer  to  the  objection  is,  that 
mutuality  of  obligation  is  not  essential  to  the  obligatory 
power  of  a  contract.  {Harvey  agt.  Johnston^  6  C  JB.,  295  ; 
MiUs  agt.  BlacJcdlly  11  C.  JB.,  368,  366  j  Cribson  agt.  Car- 
ruthers,  8  M,  and  TT.,  321 ;  Marsh  agt.  Wood,  9  B,  and  C, 
659;  Kearseysigt.  CunstainSy  2  B.  and  Aid.  16  ;  Fairbum 
agt.  Eastwood^  6  M.  and  TF.,  679). 

Thus  the  contract  of  an  infant  is  voidable  at  his  election, 
but  obligatory  on  the  other  party.  {Holt  agt.  Wardy  2  StrangCj 
137).  So  a  guarantor  assumes  liability,  without  having 
any  power  to  compel  the  party  to  whom  the  guaranty  is 
given,  to  supply  the  goods.  {MiUs  Skgt.  jBlackally  11  Q.  JS., 
366 ;   Westhead  agt.  Sproson^  6  H.  and  N.y  728). 

So  an  agreement  under  the  statute  of  frauds  will  bind 
the  party  who  subscribed  it,  although  there  may  be  no 
legal  remedy  at  his  suit  against  the  other  by  reason  of 
this  latter  party  having  omitted  to  subscribe  it.  {Laythorp 
agt.  Bryanty  2  Bing.  N.  C,  735 ;  Harris  agt.  ShieldSy  26 
Wend.  341 ;  2  CaineSy  E.  117 ;  1  Comyn  on  ContractSy  103). 
A  subscription  by  the  agent  of  the  p£^rty  charged  is  sufficient 
{caseSy  Sf4pra), 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.       447 

Brookljn  Oil  Befinery  agt  Brown. 

In  the  present  case  the  defendants  explicity  admit  the 
contract  and  its  ratification  by  themselves^  and,  on  familiar 
principles,  they  cannot  be  heard  to  contradict  concessions  on 
the  face  of  the  pleadings.  (See  complaint,  paragraphs  second 
and  third;  and  answer j  paragraph  second).  The  objection 
of  no  contract  between  the  parties  is  therefore  untenable. 

Second.  The  objection  that  the  plaintiffs  have  failed  to 
show  that 'they  had  their  lighter  ready  for  the  Reception  of 
the  oil  is  equally  groundless.  It  is  in  evidence  that  by  the 
custom  and  usage  of  oil  merchants  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
the  vendors  under  a  contract  like  the  present  are  obliged  to 
notify  the  buyer  at  what  "  yard,"  and  at  what  time,  they 
propose  to  deliver  the  oil,  before  any  obligation  is  incumbent 
on  the  buyer  to  send  his  lighter  for  the  oil.  And  this  is  in 
consonance  with  common  sense;  for  the  vendor,  having 
reserved  to  himself  the  option  when  and  where  to  deliver 
the  oil,  until  he  declared  that  election  as  to  time  and  place 
of  delivery,  the  vendee  could  not  know  at  what  time  and 
place  to  have  his  lighter  ready.  The  vendors  never  declared 
their  option,  and  never  notified  the  vendee  when  and  where 
they  proposed  to  deliver ;  and  hence  the  vendees  were  in 
no  default  in  not  sending  their  lighter.  The  case  of  Ketchum 
agt.  HiUer  (48  Barb.,  596,)  so  far  from  sustaining  the 
position  of  the  defendants^  is  fatal  to  their  argument — for 
there,  the  option  was  with  the  buyers  when  to  deliver ;  and 
the  court  properly  ruled  that  the  seller  was  in  no  default, 
until,  in  this  particular,  the  buyer  declared  his  option. 
This  case  is  a  strong  illustration  of  the  doctrine  that  the 
duty  of  action,  e.  g.^  of  delivery,  or  demand,  or  tender,  is 
on  him  who  reserves  to  himself  an  option.  In  this  case  the 
vendor  had  an  option  to  deliver  any  day  of  the  week,  and 
until  he  notified  the  vendee  of  the  day  on  which  he  pro- 
posed to  deliver,  the  latter  could  not  possibly  know  when 
to  send  his  lighter,  neither  could  he  know  where  to  send  it, 
there  being  half-a-dozen  '^yards''  at  which  the  vendor  had 
the  option  to  deliver. 
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Third.  The  contention  of  the  defendants,  that  the  plain- 

tiffi  should  have  paid,  or  tendered  payment,  for  the  oil, 

before  the  defendants  were  obliged  to  deliver,  or  offer  to 

deliver,  is  without  support  in  authority  or  reason.     Readi* 

ness  and  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  pay  for 

the  oil,  were  sufficient,  without  proof  of  payment  or  tender 

of   payment.     {Bawsan  et  al  agt.  Johnston  1  East,  203 ; 

Waterhouse  agt.  Skinner.  2  Bos.  and  PuU.y  447 ;  Bristow  agt. 

Waddington,  6  B.  <&  P.,  &55 ;  WUks  agt.  Atkinsony  1  Marshy 

412;  Levy  agt.  Lord  Herbert,  7  Taunt.y  314;  Porter  agt. 

Bose,  12   Johns.y  209;    CoUonel  agt.  Briggs,  Salk.,   113; 

Lancastrine  agt.   KiUingstcorthy   Saik.,  623;   Morton  agt. 

Lamb    T.,  125 ;  1  East,  209 ;  Norwood  agt.  Grat/^s  Exec, 

Plowd.y  180 ;  Milkr  agt.  Drake^  1  Coiners  Bep.y  45 ;    West 

agt.  EmmonSy  5  Johns.y   181 ;    ^055  agt.  /Si^ipj?,  3  Munf.y 

167 ;   2  Chittyy  Plowd,y  99 ;  Bentley  agt.  Dawes,  d^c.y  9 

£a;c%.,  667  ;  25  £n.  jL.  <^  J^.,  540  ;  Greene  agt.  BeynoUsy  2 

Johns.,  207  ;  Top|nn^  agt.  12oo^,  5  Gowen.,  404 ;  C2ari  agt. 

DoleSy  20  Barb.y  65.     Clearly  conclnsivey  are  Vail  agt.  JSice, 

1  Seldeny  156;  Bronson  agt.  Winan,  iSelden^  182;  Coonley 

agt.  ^neJer^on,  1  jEfiS,  522). 

Under  this  contract  the  defendants  reserved  to  themselves 
the  option  when  they  would  deliver;  and  until  they  declared 
that  option  there  was  no  obligation  on  the  plaintiffs  to  make 
tender  of  payment  {HUUard  on  SaJeSy  158;  Benjamin  on 
ScdeSy  73  L).  Again,  under  this  contract,  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  bound  to  accept  the  oil,  unless  it  corresponded  with  the 
contract  in  quality  and  quantity,  and  whether  it  so  cor- 
responded, they  were  to  determine  at  the  time  of  delivery. 
How  then,  can  it  be  contended  that  they  were  obliged  to 
make  a  tender  of  payment  in  advance,  even  of  an  offer  of 
delivery,  before  they  knew  the  defendants  had  the  oil  to 
deliver,  and  before  they  were  afforded  an  opportunity 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  oil  to  be  delivered  was  in 
accordance  with  the  contract?  The  suggestion  is  not  only 
repugnant    to  law    but   is    revolting  to    common  sense. 
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(R0LFB9  B.  in  Startup  agt^  Macdanald^  6  Man.  dt  Gr.y 
610;  Benjamin  on  SaleSy  508^  510,  516,  519;  Addison 
on  Contracts i  235 ;  Isherwood  agt.  Whitmorey  11  Mee.  &  W.j 
347). 

Fatirth.  The  defendants  finally  demand  a  non-suit  on  the 
ground  that  the  legal  construction  and  efiect  of  the  contract 
allows  them  an  option  to  deliver  the  whole  160,000  gallons 
of  oil  on  the  last  day  of  May ;  that  the  last  day  of  May, 
1868,  being  Sunday,  they*  had  a  right  to  deliver  on  the 
Monday  following,  that  being  the  •  lirst  day  of  June.  This 
proposition  involves  a  construction  of  the  contract  in  con- 
troversy, in  respect  of  which  I  unhesitatingly  hold  that  the 
contract  obliges  the  defendants  to  deliver  40,000  gallons  a 
week,  and  that  their  option  only  applies  to  the  day  of  the 
week  on  which  they  might  deliver.  They  expressly  agree 
to  deliver  the  whole  160,000  gallons  in  the  month  of  May, 
and  a  delivery  on  the  first  day  of  June  would  not  satisfy 
their  contract.  But,  the  plaintiff,  unnecessarily  in  my  view, 
demanded  delivery,  and  offered  payment  of  the  160,000 
gallons  on  the  last  secular  day  of  May  (30th,)  so  that 
even  if  the  defendants'  construction  be  correct,  they  were  in 
default  in  not  delivering  on  the  30th  of  May,  1868. 

If  the  defendants  had  stipulated  to  deliver  on  the  81st  of 
May,  1868,  they  would  have  had  until  the  Monday  following 
to  perform.  {Salter  agt.  Burty  20  Wend.j  205) ;  but  their 
contract  was  absolute  to  deliver  during  the  month  of  May^ 
and  an  offer  of  delivery  in  June  would  not  have  satisfied  the 
contract.  They  were  not  in  default  until  the  last  (7th)  day 
of  the  week,  and  that  was  the  proper  day  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  demand  delivery.     {Startup  agt.  Macdonaldy  supra). 

On  the  first  blush  I  was  impressed  that  this  contract 
required  of  the  defendants  a  delivery  of  40,000  gallons  each 
week  during  the  month  of  May ;  and  a  critical  scrutiny  of 
its  terms  conffa-ms  me  in  that  conviction.  It  is  a  funda- 
mental canon  of  construction,  that  ^'  the  construction  be 

made  upon  the  entire  instrument ;   that  one  part  of  it  do 
XXXVin.  29 
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help  to  expound  another,  and  that  the  construction  be  such 
as  that  the  whole  and  every  part  of  it  may  take  effect.'^ 
{Sheph.  Touch.,  87;  Bawdon  agt.  Toby,  11  How.  U.S.,  511). 
^pon  the  principle  propounded  in  these  rules,  the  last 
(words  in  the  contract — through  the  month — show  that  the 
delivery  of  the  oil  was  not  to  be  in  a  lump  on  any  one  day, 
but  was  to  be  distributed  through  the  month,  at  the  rate  of 
40,000  gallons  per  week,  and  if  the  defendants  failed 
to  offer  delivery  of  40,000  gallons  any  one  week,  they, 
were  pro  tanto  in  default.  {Hoare  agt.  Benniej  bH.dk  N.^ 
19). 
The  motion  for  a  non-suit  is  denied. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Thb  Brooklyn  Oil  Works  agt.  Daniel  Brown  and 

«      others* 

A  reftual  of  an  adjournment,  it  not  the  sabjoet  of  exception,  bat  may  be  reviewed  on 
motion  for  a  new  triaL 

A  motion  for  a<yonmment  mnat  be  baaed  npon  an  affidavUf  and  will  not  be  enter- 
tained on  a  statement  ore  tenut. 

The  affidavit  mast  contain  theae  eeaential  conditions, — an  affidavit  of  merits ;  the 
materiality  of  the  absent  evidence ;  dne  diligeooe  in  the  endeavor  to  procnre  the 
attendance  of  the  witness,  and  an  assorance  of  his  probable  attendance  at  the  tune 
proposed  for  the  adjoamment. 

Whena  jpeeto/  affidavU  necessary,  and  the  &ot8  necessary  to  be  stated  therein ;  also 
what  detailed  facts  necessary  to  be  stated  in  a  general  affidavit 

This  was  a  motion  to  postpone  on  account  of  an  absent 
witness. 


R.  A.  PRTOB9  far  plaintiff. 
Mr.  Sullivan,  far  drfendant. 

McCuNN,  J.  {Nisi  Prius) — ^Bj  some  courts  the  adjourn- 
ment of  a  trial  is  held  to  be  so  much  a  matter  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  a  judge  at  nisi  prius  that  his  denial  of  the  post- 
ponement cannot  be  assigned  for  error.  {Woods  agt.  Tounpy 
4  Cranch,  237). 

In  this  state  a  refusal  of  an  adjournment  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  exception,  but  may  be  reviewed  on  motion  for  a 
new  triid.  {Peopk  agt.  Vermilyeay  7  Cowen.y  1 08 ;  People 
agt.  Superior  Court  of  City  of  N.  T.,  10  Wend.y  299 ; 
Howard  agt.  Freemanj  3  Ahb.  N.  S.y  292). 

For  while  we  held  the  exception  in  denial  of  an  adourn- 
ment  to  be  within  the  discretion  of  the  judge  at  trial;  still 
we  admit  it  was  not  an  arbritrary  discretion,  but  a  dis- 
cretion controlled  and  regulated    by   fixed    principles   of 
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practice.  These  rules  are  of  incalculable  importance  in  the 
administration  of  justice^  and  since  they  have  been  permitted 
of  late  to  fall  into  disuse^  it  cannot  be  amiss  to  recall  them 
to  the  attention  of  the  profession  : 

First.  A  motion  for  adjournment  must  be  based  upon  an 
affidavit,  and  will  not  be  entertained  on  a  statement  ore  tenus 
{Smith  agt.  Banker,  3  Darhpy  280). 

Second.  The  affidavit  must  exhibit  these  essential  con* 
ditions;  an  affidavit  of  merits;  the  materiality  of  the  absent 
evidence;  due  diligence  in  the  endeavor  to  procure  the 
attendance  of  the  witness,  and  an  assurance  of  his  probable 
attendance  at  the  time  proposed  for  the  adjournment^"  {PhiL 
Evi.  Cowen  S  HillSj  NoteSy  366-8). 

The  affidavit  should  properly  be  made  by  the  party,  not 
by  the  attorney.  {Price  agt.  Warreny  Tin.  Abr.  Trial  T., 
3  PI,  11  note;  TidcPs  Pr.y  708).  If  after  notice  of  trial  the 
party  had  an  opportunity  to  supoena  the  witness,  or  to 
take  his  testimony  de  bene  esse  and  neglected  these  pre« 
cautions,  he  cannot  claim  to  have  exercised  due  diligence. 
{Pennington  agt.  Scotty  2  DaU.y  96).  The  defendant  must 
swear  positively  that  the  witness  is  material,  not  merely  to 
a  belief.  {Gray  agt.  Htdtony  Bum.y  437,  3  Ed).  The  prac- 
tice now  is  to  swear  that  the  defendant  is  advised  and 
believes  the  witness  to  be  material.  {WKay  agt.  Marine 
Ins.  Co.,  2  CaineSy  384;  Chambers  agt  Handleyy  J.  J.  Ma/r.y 
98 ;  Peo/gle  agt.  Vetmiiyeay  7  Cow.y  369).  These  are  the 
requisites  of  the  common  affidavit,  and  are  sufficient,  if  not 
defeated  by  counter  affidavits,  to  entitle  the  party  to  an 
adjournment.  {The  King  agt.  MeGee,  1  O^ConndPs 
SpeecheSy  by  his  son,  223).  But  if  there  has  already  been  a 
postponement  of  the  trial  at  the  instance  of  the  party 
soliciting  the  present  adjournment  in  any  other  circum- 
stances raising  a  supposition  that  his  application  is  merely 
for  delay,  then  he  must  present  a  special  affidavit.  At  this 
juncture  the  discretion  of  the  court  is  larger  and  more  liberal 
than  under  other  circumstances.    {Loftt.  769). 
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The  special  affidavit  must  exhibit,  by  a  statemeatof  facts^ 
the  materiality  of  the  witness.  {The  King  agt.  Innes^  8 
Easty  31  ;  Lord  agt.  Cunhe^  1  W.  JBly  433;  People  agt. 
Vermilyeaj  supra).  If  the  court  can  see  that  the  evidence 
proposed  to  be  given  by  the  absent  witness  is  immaterial, 
the  trial  will  not  be  adjourned.  {Rex  agt.  Chevalier  d^eon^ 
3  Burr,  1613  ;  SmUVs  case,  3  Wheel  Cr.  Cos.,  172).  So  a 
full  admission  of  the  facts  proposed  to  be  proved  by  the 
absent  witness  will  defeat  an  application  for  postponement. 
{BriU  agt.  Linchj  14  Johns.,  341 ;  Cowen,  388-400).  One 
of  the  most  essential  inquiries  is,  did  the  witness  go  away 
before  notice  of  trial.  {EUioU  agt.  Crest,  2  Brod.  &  B. 
B.y  205).  For  if  he  did  not,  then  there  must  be  some  other 
or  positive  cause  for  postponing.  In  this  case  the  affidavit 
is  faulty  in  all  its  parts,  and  does  not  comply  with  any  of 
the  requirements.  I  shall,  therefore,  order  the  trial  to  pro- 
ceed, unless  defendants  stipulate  to  allow  an  inquest  on  the 
next  adjourned  day.  if  they  are  not  ready  to  proceed ;  if 
they  so  stipulate,  then  the  cause  stands  adjourned  until 
Monday  next. 

The  parties  stipulated,  and  case  was  adjourned. 
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COURT-OF  APPEAU3. 

William    T.    Erigksok,    adminiBtrator^   Ac,   respondent^ 
agt.  David  D.  Sutth  and  another,  appellants. 

In  an  action  ander  the  statntui,  against  the  ownen  of  a  eteamboat  to  reooYer 
damagee  for  eanaing  death,  by  exploaion  of  a  boiler,  the  oerti^ieate  of  inipeeUonf 
required,  under  the  act  of  congress  of  18S2,  from  the  masters  and  owners  of  all 
steamvessels,  is  competent  sruknee  oa/y,  of  the  fact  that  the  inspection  had  been 
made  in  the  manner  prescribed  bj  the  statute.  Kot  as  evidence  of  the  facts  recited 
in  it 

The  statements  contained  in  such  certificate,  of  the  general  oonditionof  the  steamer, 
the  conviction  arrived  at  by  the  inspectors  of  the  safety  of  the  boilers  and 
machinery,  and  the  fact  that  she  could  be  safely  employed  in  her  bnsinees  as  a 
passenger  boat,  without  danger  or  peril  to  life,  are  not  evidence  of  fscts,  but  of 
inferences  drawn  from  them  by  the  inspectors,  and  for  that  reason  are  not  evidence 
against  the  plaintiff. 

Where  a  public  officer  may  be  required  by  law  to  make  a  retwn^  and  his  acts 
included  in  the  return  afterwards  become  involved  in  controversy,  there,  it  may 
be  used  as  evidence.  But  where  no  return  is  required  by  aw  to  be  made,  the 
certificate  of  the  officer,  is  not  evidence,  either  for  himself,  or  in  behalf  of  any 
other  person  not  using  it  as  an  admission  against  him. 

Where  an  objection  is  made  on  the  trial,  to  the  allowance  as  evidence  of  an  apinwn 
of  a  witness  or  his  anuwer  to  a  question,  if  the  objection  is  not  made  so  specifle  as 
to  indicate  any  particular  reason  why  the  opmion  or  answer  should  not  be 
received,  this  court  will  not  review  thenu 

June  TertHy  1869. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  causing 
the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  which  was  caused 
by  the  explosion  of  a  steam  boiler  on  one  of  the  defendants' 
boats. 

In  August,  1865,  the  defendants  were  co-partners  in 
business,  and  were  common  carriers  of  passengers  for  hire^ 
between  the  city  of  New  York  and  various  places  on  the 
Hudson  River. 

At  that  time  the  defendants  were  the  owners  of  a  steam- 
boat called  the  Arrow,  which  was  used  by  them  in  their 
business. 
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This  was  an  old  boat;  having  been  built  about  thirty  years^ 
and  had  formerly  been  called  the  Broadway. 

Prior  to  her  being  called  the  Broadway^  the  defendants 
had  been  the  owners  of  her. 

On  the  5th  of  August,  1865,  Elizabeth  E.  Erickson, 
plaintiff's  intestate,  a  young  lady  about  twenty-six  years 
of  age,  took  passage  on  the  Arrow,  for  Yonkers. 

The  Arrow  left  her  dock  about  four  o'clock,  P.  M., 
when  she  arrived  opposite  Thirteenth  street  one  of  her 
boilers  exploded. 

At  the  time  the  boiler  exploded,  there  was  between  three 
and  four  hundred  passengers  on  board. 

Miss  Erickson,  at  the  time,  was  sitting  in  the  upper  saloon 
with  a  young  lady  named  Gardner. 

When  the  explosion  took  place,  the  upper  saloon  instantly 
filled  with  steam.  Miss  Erickson  sprang  from  her  chair 
and  exclained,  "oh,  my,  God;''  and  broke  away  from  Miss 
Gardner — ^this  was  the  last  that  she*  was  seen  alive.  Miss 
Gardner  not  being  able  to  see  where  she  went,  on  account 
of  the  density  of  the  steam. 

Her  body  was  found  in  the  river,  a  shori;  time  after 
that,  with  indications  of  scalds  on  her  face  and  extremities. 

Erastus  Cook,  counsel  far  appellants. 

First  Dr.  Beach  who  attended  the  coroner's  inquest,  had 
examined  the  body,  and  testifies  that  the  death  was  by 
drowning ;  that  the  body  was  much  decomposed,  and  the 
skin  easily  peeled  off.  That  he  did  not  find  any  evidence 
of  sclalding. 

Then,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  asks  the  Doctor  this 
question : 

"  What  would  have  been  the  indications^  if  a  person  was 
suffocated  and  afterwards  faUs  or  is  thrown  overboard  f " 

This  question  was  objected  to ;  the  objection  overruled, 
and  the  defendants  excepted. 
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The  witness  answered : 

^^  We  should  have  similar  indications  as  we  would  have 
from  drowning.^^ 

The  court  erred  in  allowing  this  question. 

It  was  purely  hypothetical ;  based  upon  no  facts  proven 
or  offered  to  be  proven. 

At  the  time  this  question  was  put,,  the  only  proof  in  the 
case  of  Miss  Erickson  having  been  on  the  boat  at  all  was, 
that  a  witness  saw  her  going  on  the  gangw  ay  from  a  quarter 
to  half  an  hour  before  the  boat  started. 

We  understand  that  to  make  the  opinion  of  an  expert 
evidence;  it  must  be  predicated  either  upon  facts  within  his 
own  knowledge^  or  upon  facts  testified  to  by  other  witnesses ; 
but  that  it  is  never  admissible  upon  a  direct  examination  to 
hypothecate  an  opinion  upon  an  assumed  state  of  facts, 
not  claimed  to  have  been  established.  (PecpJe  agt.  LakCj  12 
N.  T.  Rep.,  358). 

In  DiMnson  agt.  Barbery  (9  Mass.  22.,  227,  the  oourtsay : 
^'  Although  the  opinion  of  professional  gentlemen,  on  facts 
submitted  to  them,  have  justly  great  weight  attached  to 
them,  yet  they  are  not  to  be  received  as  evidence  unless 
predicated  \ipon  facts  testified  either  by  them  or  by  other s.^^ 

The  evidence  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury. 

Seconds  The  plaintiff's  witness,  Veitch,  testified  to  having 
seen  the  body  after  death,  and  stated  the  appearance  of  the 
face.  He  also  had  seen  the  dead  body  of  a  Mr.  Cooper 
supposed  to  have  been  drovTned. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  asked  this  question : 

^^  Was  the  face  of  Mr.  Cooper  different  from  the  face  of 
this  young  lady,  Miss  Erickson  V^ 

The  question  was  objected  to  but  allowed  by  the  court. 

This  ruling  was  erroneous. 

It  permits  the  jury  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion,  as  to  the 
cause  of  death,  by  comparison.  (Van  Wyck  agt.  Mclntoukj 
14  N.  Y.  R.y  447,  Pr.  A.  S.  Johksok  J. ;  Odiome  agt 
WinJdey,  2  GaUisony  53). 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.       457 

Erickion  agt  Smith. 

Third.  The  plaintiff  was  allowed;  notwithstanding  the 
defendant's  objection,  to  ask  his  own  witness :  ^*  Did  you 
not  swear  before  the  coroner  you  found  scalds  over  her 
face  and  body  externally  f '  This  was  palpably  erroneous, 
and  its  mischievous  tendency  is  apparent. 

Fourth.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  to  ask  the  plaintiff  *^  Have  you  any  capital 
riowT" 

The  plaintiff  is  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  his  sister,  and 
entitled  to  share  equally  with  his  mother  the  proceeds 
of  this  litigation.  {Laf€8  of  1847,  676,  ^  676;  2  R.  B.^  96, 
97).  The  recovery  is  to  cover  the  loss  sustained  by  all  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  deceased.  If  the  plaintiff  had  capital,  or 
in  other  words  if  he  was  not  dependent  or  likely  to  be 
dependent  on  his  sister,  either  directly  or  throtigh  his  mother, 
he  has  lost  nothing  by  her 'death. 

The  evidence  was  therefore  proper,  just  as  much  so  as  to 
prove  the  circumstances  of  the  mother. 

The  recovery  in  this  case  is  confined  to  the  actual 
pecuniary  loss.  So  the  judge  instructed  the  jury.  {Laws 
of  1847,  p.  676,  %  2). 

Fifth.  The  court  erred  in  ruling  that  the  inspector's  cer- 
tificate was  not  evidence  of  the  facts  recited  in  it,  but  only 
admissible  to  prove  that  the  vessel  was  inspected. 

The  rule  is  laid  down  by  Sttarkie  that  '^certificates  and 
other  documents,  made  by  persons  intrusted  with  authority 
for  the  purpose,  may  be  considered  public  documents,  and 
they  are  evidence  against  all  to  the  extent  of  the  officer's 
authority,  of  the  facts  which  he  is  directed  to  certify ;  for 
when  the  law  has  appointed  a  person  to  act  for  a  specific 
purpose,  the  law  must  trust  him  as  far  as  he  acts  under  its 
authority."     (1  StarJci^s  Ev.^  204). 

By  the  act  of  congress  of  1838,  chapter  191,  section  4, 
the  inspectors  are  required,  after  a  thorough  examination,  to 
give  the  owner  or  master  a  certificate,  in  which  shall  be 
stated  the  age  of  the  vessel,  when  and  where  originally  built. 


458  ^^^E^  ^O^K  PBACnCE  BEPOBTa 

Erickson  agL  Smith. 

how  long  she  has  been  running,  and  whether,  in  their 
opinion,  the  boat  or  vessel  is  sound  and  seaworthy,  and  fit 
to  be  used  for  transportation  of  freight  or  passengers. 

Section  5  relates  to  the  inspection  of  boilers  and  machinery 
of  steamboats,  and  requires  a  certificate  from  the  inspectors 
stating  the  proprietor's  opinion  '^whether  said  boilers  are  sound 
and  JU  for  usCj  together  with  the  age  of  said  boilers J^ 

Duplicate  certificates  shall  be  made,  and  one  delivered  to 
the  master  or  owner,  and  the  other  to  the  collector  or  sur- 
veyor of  the  port.  {J.  CampbeUf  80-1 ;  5  U.  S.  Statutes  at 
LargCf  305,  ^  4  and  6). 

A  further  provision  in  the  act  of  1852  requires  the 
inspectors  to  examine  as  to  every  fact  certified  to  in  the 
certificate  put  in  evidence  in  this  case,  gives  the  form  of  the 
certificate,  which  form  has  been  strictly  followed  here,  and 
requires  a  record  of  certificates  ta  be  kept  by  the  inspectors. 
(10  U.  8.  Statutes  at  Large j  64,  65  &  66). 

Sixth,  The  plaintifi*  should  have  been  non-suited. 

1.  There  was  no  evidence  that  Miss  Erickson's  death  was 
caused  by  any  negligence  or  other  wrongful  act  of  the 
defendants. 

2.  The  contrary  is  clearly  proved. 

a.  She  was  not  injured  by  the  explosion. 

b.  She  madly  and  recklessly  rushed  out  of  the  saloon  after 
all  danger,  if  there  ever  were  any,  had  passed,  and  probably 
fell  overboard  through  her  own  folly,  and  was  the  only  pas- 
senger of  the  four  hundred  injured. 

The  defendants  are  not  to  be  held  liable  for  her  nervous- 
ness and  want  of  self-controL  And  yet  there  is  no  other 
principle  upon  which  this  verdict  can  be  sustained. 

On  this  branch  of  the  defense,  it  is  not  a  case  of  conflicting 
evidence. 

The  deceased,  unharmed  and  in  no  danger  of  harm,  is  so 
overcome  with  fear  that  she,  from  mere  want  of  prudence, 
gets  overboard  and  is  drowned. 

We  respectfully  submit  that  in  any  other  kind  of  action 
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the  court  would  never  permit  a  verdict  for  damages  so 
manifestly  the  result  of  the  plaintiff's  own  want  of  care  and 
prudence. 

Seventh.  The  defendants  were  guilty  of  no  negligence. 

The  boilers  had  been  overhauled  and  thoroughly  repaired 
but  two  years  previously,  and  boilers  will  ordinarily  last  for 
three  and  a  half  or  four  years. 

The  defendants  purchased  the  vessel  in  April,  1865,  and 
had  her  inspected  and  her  boilers  tested  on  the  28th  of  June^ 
but  five  weeks  before  the  accident. 

Each  boiler  had  been  subjected  to  a  hydrostatic  pressure 
of  34  pounds  to  a  square  inch,  and  permitted  by  the 
inspectors  to  carry  25  pounds  of  steam.  At  the  time  of  the 
explosion  there  was  but  tp  'pounds  pressure. 

The  hydrostatic  pressure  is  the  only  way  of  testing  a 
boiler.     There  is  no  other  test  known. 

The  engineer  testifies,  that  in  his  opinion  ''  the  explosion 
was  occasioned  by  a  weak  spot  in  the  flue.  It  was  so  far  in 
that  it  was  impossible  to  get  there  to  tell  anything  about  it^ 
whether  there  was  a  defect  in  the  iron  or  not." 

It  is  apparent  that  the  accident  occurred  from  a  hidden 
and  internal  defect,  and  could  not  have  been  guarded  against 
by  the  exercise  of  sound  judgment  and  the  most  vigilant 
oversight.  In  such  a  case  the  defendants  not  being  common 
carriers  of  persons  are  not  liable,  {IngaHs  agt.  BlisSj  9 
Mfitc.^  I ;  Camden  and  Aniboy  R.  JR.,  agt.  Burlcj  1 3  Wend.y 
611). 

Eighth.  The  verdict  was  excessive.  It  evidently  was 
arrived  at  without  any  reference  to  the  pecuniary  loss  to 
the  next  of  kin,  and  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
granted. 

Iba  D.  Wabben,  counsel  fdr  respondent. 

I.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of 
negligence,  in  the  following  particulars : 
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First.  In  using  boilers  constructed  of  iron  originally  unfit 
for  the  purpose. 

Second.  In  using  the  boilers  for  so  long  a  time  that  they 
were  almost  entirely  worn  through^  and  so  weak  as  to  be 
unfit  to  withstand  the  pressure  of  steam  put  upon  them. 

Third.  In  having  the  stop  valye  closed  on  the  port 
boiler,  so  that  there  was  no  means  of  escape  for  the  steam, 
generated  by  that  boiler  except  by  an  explosion.  On  these 
questions  the  evidence  was  conflicting. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $3,000,  upon 
which  judgment  was  entered;  from  which  judgment,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  general  term  aflirming  the  same,  this 
appeal  is  taken. 

There  was  three  questions  presented  by  the  facts  of  this 
case: 

First.  Were  the  defendants  guilty  of  any  negligence  ! 

Second.  If  they  were  guilty  of  negligence,  did  such 
negligence  cause  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate  with- 
out fault  on  her  part  t 

Third.  As  to  the  amount  of  damages  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover. 

The  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  having 
boilers  constructed  of  iron  originally  too  thin  and  poor  for 
the  purpose. 

At  the  place  where  it  exploded  it  was  about  one  sixteenth 
of  an  inch  thick,  and  dangerous. 

It  was  as  thin  as  a  piece  of  tin. 

The  thinness  of  the  boiler  could  have  been  easily  ascer- 
tained by  a  proper  examination. 

The  boiler  was  patched,  one  patch  upon  another,  up  to 
the  place  where  it  exploded. 

"  If  there  was  any  way  by  which  such  defect  could  be 
discovered,  the  defendants  are  liable,  even  though  they 
bought  the  boilers  in  that  condition."  (Hegeman  agt 
Western  R.  R  Co.^  3  Keman  9;  IngaUs  agt  BUls  and 
others^  9  Metcalfe  Mass.j  1). 


NEW  YORE  PBACnOE  REPORTa  461 

ErickMn  agt.  Smith. 

The  defendants  sought  to  excuse  themselves  by  showing 
the  inspector's  certificate  pronouncing  the  boiler  safe  to 
carry  twenty-five  pounds  steam. 

'^The  fact  that  a  statute  imperatively  requires  certain 
things  to  be  done,  such  requirements  are  not  necessarily  the 
full  measure  of  the  care  required  in  the  discharge  of  the 
carrier's  duties  to  the  public."  (PrisciUa  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  R. 
R.  Co.y  34  N.  r.,  404). 

The  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  having  the 
stop  valve  closed  at  the  time,  on  the  boiler  which  exploded. 

The  boiler  gave  out  on  the  evening  previous  to  the 
explosion,  and  on  the  day  in  question  the  boat  came  down 
with  one  boiler. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  opened  before  the  boat 
started  on  its  trip  up  the  river. 

Had  it  been  open  when  the  explosion  occurred,  the  steam 
would  all  have  escaped  from  the  good  boiler. 

After  the  explosion^  the  indicator  showed  the  pressure  of 
eight  pounds  on  the  good  boiler,  so  that  Spencer  was  able 
to  work  the  engine. 

Had  it  been  open,  the  escape  of  steam  through  the  con- 
necting pipe  could  have  been  heard. 

The  witnesses  all  agree  that  when  tbe  boat  left  the  dock 
the  indicator  showed  about  eighteen  pounds  of  steam. 

The  inspector's  opinion  is  that  the  stop  valve  was  closed 
and  that  caused  the  explosion. 

One  of  two  things  is  certain ;  the  boiler  was  too  weak  to 
withstand  the  pressure  of  eigi^^n  pounds  of  steam,  or  the 
stop  valve  on  the  port  boiler  was  closed,  so  that  the  indica- 
tor did  not  show  the  pressure  on  that  boiler.  If  it  was 
closed  there  might  have  been  a  pressure  of  one  hundred 
pounds,  and  the  indicator  would  not  have  shown  it. 

In  either  case  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence. 

The  fact  that  the  boiler  exploded  is  itself  sufficient  to 
charge  the  defendants  with  negligence.  This  seems  to  be 
the  rule,  and  is,  indeed,  the  only  reasonable  rule  where  the 
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damage  is  caused  by  the  failure  of  any  machinery  used  by 
the  defendants.  {Christie  hgt.  Griggj2  CampbeUj  79;  Great 
Western  JR.  JR.  Co.  of  Canada^  1  Moore  Privy  Council  CaseSj 
N.  S..  101 5  Curtis  agt.  Bochester  d;  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  18  N.  F., 
544;  Steamboat  New  World  agt.  Kiv^,  JO  How.  U.  &,  476  ; 
5  U.  S.J  Statutes  at  Large^pagej  306,  Act  July,  1838,  ^  13). 

It  rested  therefore  upon  the  defendants  to  show  some 
excuse  satisfactory  to  the  jury  why  the  boiler  exploded. 
This  question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury^  and  their  find- 
ing is  conclusive. 

n.  The  body  of  plaintiflPs  intestate  was  found  in  the  river 
four  days  after  the  explosion  took  place,  with  indications  of 
scalds  on  her  face  and  extremities. 

The  physician  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  immediate 
cause  of  her  death  was  drowning.  By  what  means  she  got 
into  the  river  no  one  could  tell ;  no  one  saw  her  fall ;  no  one 
saw  her  after  she  fell,  although  the  occurrence  took  place 
in  broad  day,  and  in  the  immediate  presence  of  more  than 
three  hundred  people. 

The  scene  was  one  of  wild  terror  and  confusion ;  each 
passenger  was  attending  to  his  or  her  own  safety ;  the  state 
of  things  on  that  boat  is  perfectly  clear,  when  it  appears 
that  not  only  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  but  others  fell  or  were 
blown  into  the  river  and  drowned,  and  not  a  person  on 
the  boat  saw  one  of  them  or  knew  of  it  until  the  boat 
landed. 

It  is  evident  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  scalded  in  her 
face,  and,  either  blinded  by  the  scalds,  she  rushed  over- 
board, or  was  pushed  overboard  by  the  crowd  rushing  about 
for  a  place  of  safety. 

Whether  she  judged  rightly  in  what  she  did  in  the  hurry 
or  agony  of  the  moment,  or  whether  if  she  had  acted 
differently  her  life  might  have  been  spared  to  her  friends, 
is  not  enough  to  charge  her  with  negligence.  Some  allow- 
ance should  be  made  for  errors  of  judgment,  and  to  human 
weakness  in  a  case  of  great  and  sudden  calamity.    This 
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question  was  fairly  submitted  to^  the  jury  under  instructions 
which  have  been  fully  approved  in  such  cases.  {BueU 
agt.  N.  Y.  G.  R.  R.  Go.j  31  N.  F.,  314;  IngaOs  agt.  BiUs, 
9  Metcalfj  1). 

The  question  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate's^  and  ^defendants' 
negligence  were  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury.  It  is  a 
question  for  them  to  determine^  and  their  finding  is  con- 
clusive.    (Ernst  agt.  Hudson,  B.  R  C.y  35  N.  Y.j  1). 

HE.  The  following  were  the  only  exceptions  urged  at  the 
general  term,  as  reasons  why  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed. 

1.  Plaintiff's  counsel  asked  the  physician  who  saw  the 
body  at  the  coroner's  inquest,  the  following  questions: 

'^  What  would  have  been  the  indications  if  a  person  was 
suffocated  and  afterwards  faUs,  or  is  thrown  overboard  t" 

This  question  was  asked  on  a  re-^xamination  of  this  wit* 
ness,  to  test  the  accuracy  of  his  opinion  on  his  cross-examin- 
ation that  death  was  caused  by  drowning.  His  opinion  that 
death  was  caused  by  drowning,  was  based  on  the  fact  that 
the  tongue  was  firmly  grasped  between  the  teeth. 

We  asked  the  question  to  show,  and  we  did  show,  that 
the  same  indications  were  produced  by  suffocation;  she 
might,  therefore,  have  been  suffocated  by  the  steam  and 
fallen  overboard. 

2.  Plaintiffs  asked  the  witness  Veitch  this  question : 

'^  Was  the  face  of  Mr.  Cooper  different  from  the  face  of 
this  young  lady  f 

This  question  was  asked  as  a  re-examination  of  this  wit- 
ness. On  his  cross-examination  they  called  out  the  fact  that 
a  Mr.  Cooper  was  on  this  boat  and  was  picked  up  by  the 
witness  at  the  same  time ;  also  the  fact  that  Miss  Erickson 
was  scalded  and  drowned. 

The  doctor  had  testified  as  to  the  appearances  in  cases 
of  drowning  and  suffocation,  and  it  was  proper  for  us  to 
show  the  appearance,  if  this  witness  knew.  He  did  not 
know,  however. 
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This  question  was,  if  there  was  a  difference ;  it  was  only 
a  preliminary  question.  It  was  therefore  proper*  {Kerr 
agt.  Maguirey  28  N.  Z,  450). 

The  witness  was  not  asked  to  state  how  they  differed  and 
there  was  no  comparison.  * 

The  physician,  on  his  examination,  testified  that  she  was, 
in  his  opinion  as  a  man  of  science,  scalded.  The  witnese 
Veitch,  in  his  cross-examination  testified  to  the  same  thing, 
and  as  this  is  the  only  testimony  on  the  subject,  the  defend- 
ants were  not  harmed  by  the  question  even  if  it  was  not 
proper.     The  fact  that  she  was  scalded  is  not  disputed. 

3.  Plaintiff  asked  the  physician  this  question,  ^^  did  you 
not  swear  before  the  coroner  that  you  found  scalds  over  her 
face  and  body  externally  f " 

The  court  will  see,  on  looking  at  the  testimony  of  this  wit^ 
ness,  that  to  the  second  question  put  to  him,  he  swears 
that  he  examined  tha  body  superficially — not  enough  to  see 
whether  she  was  scalded  or  not  He  was  then  shown  a 
paper  which  he  swears  was  his  evidence  sworn  to  before  the 
coroner,  and  asked  the  question  which  is  objected  to. 

He  finally  swears,  that  he  probably  recollected  better 
when  he  was  sworn  before  the  coroner,  and  then  says,  ^^  my 
opinion,  as  a  man  of  science,  was  that  there  were  scalds.'' 
He  was  shown  his  evidence  before  the  coroner,  which 
was  all  written  by  himself,  and  asked  this  question  for  the 
purpose  qf  refreshing  his  recollection. 

This  witness  exhibited  a  melancholy  spectacle  of  failing 
recollection  which  required  the  counsel,  jurors  and  court, 
and  his  sworn  evidence  in  his  own  handwriting,  to  revive. 

He  was  more  than  an  unwilling  witness,  he  was  stubborn, 
conceited  and  wilfull,  and  the  latitude  allowed  on  the 
examination  of  such  a  witness  is  wholly  with  the  judge 
who  tried  the  case.  {Blach  agt.  Camden  S  Amhoy  R.  R. 
Co.y  45  Barb..  40 ;  Cheeney  agt.  Arnold^  18  Barb.,  439 ; 
Affirmed^  16  JV:  T.,  345). 

4.  The  defendant's  counsel  asked  the  plaintiff  this  question: 
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Have  you  any  capital  nowt  The  plaintiff  was  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  and  the  defendants  claim  that  if 
he  was  not  likely  to  be  dependent  on  his  sister,  either 
directly  or  indirectly  through  his  mother,  he  has*  lost  nothing 
by  her  death. 

The  pecuniary  injury  the  next  of  kin  sustain  cannot 
depend  upon  the  amount  of  capital  each  one  of  them  has,  or 
the  amount  each  is  worth. 

The  pecuniary  injury  nxust  necessarily  be  based  on  very 
many  probabilities  and  possibilities  of  human  life  ;  but  the 
fact  that  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased  had  more  or  less 
property,  could  scarcely*  make  the  pecuniary  value  of  such 
life  worth  less  or  more  according  to  the  amount  they 
possessed. 

This  objection,  however,  is  fully  answered  by  the  fact 
that  this  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  on  the  theory  that 
the  mother  alone  was  the  next  of  kin.  So  that  the  only 
damage  recovered  was  the  damage  the  mother  sustained  as 
next  of  kin.  Nothing  was  given  for  the  damage  the  plain- 
tiff sustained  as  next  of  kin  ;  therefore  the  question  was  of 
no  importance,  even  if  the  defendants  were  right  in  their 
view  of  it. 

5.  The  defendants  offered  in   evidence  a  certificate  of 
certain  inspectors  that  they  had  inspected  this  boat. 

This  was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff;  the  court  admitted 
the  certificate  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  boat  had  been  inspected  as  required  by  law,  but  not  as 
evidence  of  the  facts  recited  in  the  certificate. 

The  plaintiff  then  read  the  certificate  to  the  jury. 

This  certificate  is  made  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  congress 
{Act  of  1838,  Chap.  191 8ec.j  5,)  which  requires  the  inspector 
to  state  his  opinion  whether  said  boilers  are  sound  and  fit 
for  use,  together  with  the  age  of  said  boilers.  This  certifi- 
cate was  not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it  for  the  reason 
that  the  act  of  congress  does  not  make  it  evidence. 

It  would  be  giving  the  statements  or  declarations  of  the 
Vol.  yXXVILL  80 
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inspector  as  to  the  soundness  and  fitness  of  these  boilers, 
instead  of  his  sworn  evidence.  The  certificate  was  admitted 
and  read  in  evidence. 

No  exception  was  taken  by  the  defendants  to  the  charge 
of  the  judge  limiting  its  efiect. 

After  it  was  admitted  and  read,  it  stands  as  though  no 
objection  had  been  taken  to  it,  except  as  it  is  afterwards 
restricted  in  its  efiect  by  the  direction  of  the  court  to  the 
jury.     (Murphy  agt.  Boketj  28  How,^  261). 

IV.  The  defendant  has  not  stated  the  ground  of  his  objec- 
tion to  a  single  question  in  the  case ;  this  he  should  have 
done  to  make  them  the  subject  of  review  in  this  court. 
( Vatton  agt.  National  Life  Ins.  Co,y  20  N.  F.,  35 ;  MabbeU 
agt.  Whitey  12  N.  F.,  451 ;  Cayuga  Co.  Bank  agt.  Wardeny 
2  Seldeny  30). 

V.  The  question  of  damage  was  one  exclusively  for  xhe 
jury.  {Laws  of  1849,  Chap.j  256).  The  statute  so  declares, 
restricting  it  however  to  $5,000.  The  plaintifi*  can  recover 
without  showing  any  pecuniary  injury.  (Baron  agt.  iJ.  iJ. 
Co.j  5  Wallace^  U.  S.y  90 ;  Oldfield  agt.  Hndson  R  R.  R. 
Co.,  14  N.  r.,  310,  318;  Mclntire  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  B.  R 
Co.,  37  N.  Y). 

In  this  case,  however,  the  pecuniary  injury  was  shown. 
The  earnings  of  the  deceased  contributed  to  her  mother's 
support,  was  more  than  the  income  from  the  verdict. 

The  question  of  damage  is  one  this  court  will  not  disturb. 

YI.  The  judgment  of  the  general  term  should  be  aflSrmed, 
with  costs  and  ten  per  cent,  damages* 

By  the  courtj  Daniels,  J. — The  questions  presented  for 
decision  upon  this  appeal  arise  under  the  rulings  of  the 
court  before  which  the  trial  was  had  concerning  the 
admission  and  rejection  of  evidence.  The  first  of  these  in 
importance  is  that  which  related  to  the  certificate  of  inspec- 
tion of  the  steamboat  on  which  the  explosion  took  place. 
That  inspection  and  certificate  were  made  on  the  26th  day 
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of  June,  1865,  and  the  explosion  occurred  on  the  5th  day 
of  the  following  August.  The  steamboat  was  a  passenger 
boat,  and  that  circumstance  as  well  as  the  form  of  the  cer- 
tificate itself  indicate  that  she  was  inspected  ur<der  the  act 
of  congress  passed  August  dOth  1852,  and  not  made  under 
the  act  of  1838. 

But  whether  it  was  made  under  one  or  both  of  these  acts 
is  a  matter  of  not  the  least  importance  upon  the  present 
occasion,  because  that  does  not  affect  the  disposition  of  the 
questions  raised  upon  the  trial.  The  substantial  reasons,  if 
any  exist  for  allowing  any  greater  force  or  effect  to  the 
certificate  than  it  was  allowed  to  have  upon  the  trial,  depend 
upon  the  act  of  1852. 

For  under  that  of  1838,  the  inspectors  were  not  required 
to  ascertain  and  certify  to  facts  within  their  own  personal 
observation,  but  were  permitted  to  obtain  them  from  other 
sources  and  then  to  embody  them  in  their  certificate.  This 
was  to  ascertain  a  statement  of  the  age  of  the  boat,  when 
and  where  she  was  built  and  the  length  of  time  she  had 
been  running,  whether  in  their  opinion  the  boat  was  sound, 
seaworthy  and  fit  to  be  used  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
or  passengers,  and  whether  in  their  opinion  the  boilers  were 
sound  and  fit  for  use,  to  which  was  required  to  be  added  a 
statement  of  the  age  of  the  boilers.  ( IJ.  8.^  Statutes  at  Large, 
Vol,  5,  305,  %%.  4,  5). 

From  the  nature  of  the  duty  imposed  by  this  act,  it  is 
clear,  that  they  were  required  to  state  no  fact  beyond  that 
of  inspection  alone.  For  all  the  other  matters  required  to 
be  contained  in  the  certificate  consisted  of  the  opinions  of 
the  inspectors  concerning  the  condition  of  the  boat  and  her 
boilers,  and  of  facts  necessarily  derived  from  information 
acquired  from  other  persons.  And  for  those  reasons  it 
could  not  when  made,  be  competent  evidence  in  an  action 
between  her  owners  and  other  persons  in  no  way  connected 
with  the  examination,  inspection  and  certificate  made. 

But  the  act  of   1852,  is  more  comprehensive  as  well  as 
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more  definite  in  its  requirements.  By  that  the  inspectors 
were  to  satisfy  themselves  that  the  steamboat  was  of  a 
structure  suitable  for  the  service  in  which  she  was  to  be 
employed;  and  in  a  condition  to  warrant  the  belief  that  she 
might  be  used  in  navigation  as  a  steamer  with  safety  to 
life^  and  that  all  the  requirements  of  the  law  had  been  com- 
plied with  regarding  fires,  boats  &c.  They  were  also 
required  to  inspect  the  boilers  an^  subject  them  to  the 
hydrostatic  pressure  prescribed,  and  to  satisfy  themselves 
by  examination  and  experimental  trials  that  the  boilers  were 
well  made,  of  good  and  suitable  material ;  that  the  openings 
for  the  passage  of  water  and  steam  respectively,  and  all 
pipes  exposed  to  heat,  were  of  proper  dimensions,  and  free 
from  obstruction ;  that  the  spaces  between  the  flues  were 
sufficient ;  that  the  fire  line  of  the  furnace  was  below  the 
water-line  of  the  boilers,  and  that  such  boilers  and  machinery 
could  be  safely  employed  in  the  service  proposed  without 
peril  to  life. 

They  were  also  required  to  satisfy  themselves  that  the 
boilers,  flues  and  other  machinery  connected  with  them,  in 
other  respects  were  in  such  a  condition  as  to  render  them 
capable  of  being  safely  used  in  the  business  in  which  the 
steamboat  was  to  be  employed,  and  were  prohibited  from 
approving  any  boiler  or  pipe  made  wholly  or  partially  of 
bad  material,  unsafe  in  its  form,  or  dangerous  from  defective 
workmanship,  age,  use,  or  any  other  cause.  And  after 
making  such  inspection  in  detail  if  they  approved  of  the 
steamboat,  they  were  then  required  to  make  and  subscribe 
a  certificate  to  the  collector  of  the  district,  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  act.  This  certificate  enumerating  and 
describing  the  boilers  and  machinery  found  on  board  the 
steamboat,  and  her  accommodations  and  capacity,  was  also 
required  to  contain  the  statement  that  she  was  in  all 
respects  staunch,  seaworthy  and  in  good  condition  for  navi- 
gation, and  that  it  was  their  deliberate  conviction,  founded 
on  the  inspection  made  by  them,  that  she  could  be  employed 
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as  a  steamer  upon  the  waters  named  in  the  application  for 
inspection^  without  peril  to  life,  from  any  imperfection  of 
form,  materials,  workmanship,  or  arrangement  of  the  several 
parts,  or  from  age,  or  use.  {U.  8.,  Statutes  at  Large,  Vol.<, 
10,  64-5-6). 

This  inspection  and  certificate  were  rendered  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  entitling  the  master  and  owners  of  the 
boat  to  the  papers  required  by  and  enabling  her  to  engage 
in  the  business  of  navigation  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  (Jdf.,  61,  <^  1).  And  to  that  extent  the  certificate 
necessarily  became  conclusive  upon  the  officer  whose  furture 
conduct  was  required  to  be  based  upon  it.  But  beyond  the 
effect  to  be  given  to  it,  which  must  be  implied  from  that 
circumstance,  the  act  contains  nothing  giving  it  the  nature 
or  character  of  evidence,  in  controversies  between  the  owners 
of  the  steamboat  and  third  persons,  involving  the  condition 
of  her  boilers  and  machinery. 

As  proof  of  the  fact  that  the  inspection  had  been  made 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute  and  the  law  so  far 
had  been  complied  with,  it  may  very  well  be  that  it  was 
competent  evidence.  And  for  that  purpose  it  was  received 
upon  the  trial  of  the  present  action.  This  was  clearly  the 
understanding  of  the  court.  For  when  it  was  alluded  to  in 
the  charge,  it  was  stated  that  it  had  been  admitted  for  the 
purpose  of  allowing  the  defendants  to  show  that  they  had 
caused  the  engine  to  be  inspected,  and  the  certificate  to  be 
given  which  the  act  of  congress  required  in  order  to  allow 
them  to  run  the  boat.  Beyond  that  certainly,  from  the 
nature  of  the  duties  to  be  performed,  and  the  form  of  the 
certificate  required  to  be  given,  by  the  inspectors,  its  effect 
as  evidence  ought  not  to  be  extended.  They  were  required 
to  do  certain  things  by  way  of  performing  their  duties,  and 
that  they  did  them,  and  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the 
statue,  presumptively  followed  from  the  fact  of  the  inspec- 
tion itself. 

By  allowing  the  certificate  to  be  used  as  evidence  of  the 
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inspection,  and  that  the  law  in  that  respect  had  been  com- 
plied with,  the  defendants  had  the  benefit  of  the  fact«  that 
the  required  inspection  and  examination  had  been  made, 
and  the  pressure  applied,  presribed  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute.  But  the  statements  make  beyond  that,  of  the 
general  condition  of  the  steamer,  the  conviction  arrived  at 
by  the  inspectors  of  the  safety  of  the  boilers  and  machinery, 
and  the  fact  that  she  could  be  safely  employed  in  her 
business  as  a  passenger  boat  without  danger  or  peril  to  life, 
were  not  evidence  of  facts,  but  were  inferences  drawn  from 
them  by  the  inspectors,  and  for  that  reason  were  not  evi- 
dence against  the  plaintiff.  And  this  was  the  only  restric- 
tion imposed  upon  its  use  as  evidence  by  the  court  at  the 
trial,  if  indeed,  from  the  ambigious  and  uncertain  statement 
of  the  ruling  contained  in  the  case,  even  so  much  as  that 
can  be  accurately  said  to  have  been  done. 

The  statement  of  the  ruling  is  that  the  certificate  was 
received  as  evidence  showing  the  inspection,  but  not  as 
evidence  of  the  facts  recited  in  it.  Which  was  entirely 
accurate,  whether  it  included  more  or  less  than  has  already 
been  supposed  to  have  been  within  the  ruling;  for  it  is 
very  well  settled  that  the  recitals  contained  in  an  instrument, 
are  never  evidence  against  a  stranger  to  it,  as  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  most  clearly  was.  (2  Cowen  &  HilPsy  NoteSj  3 
ed.j  453,  and  cases  there  died). 

The  authorities  referred  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel  do 
not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  this  certificate  should  have 
had  any  greater  force  than  was  given  to  it  as  evidence  upon 
the  trial  of  this  cause.  The  rule  stated  by  Starkiey  (FoZ.,  1 
173,)  is  entirely  unsupported  by  the  case  cited  by  him  as 
sanctioning  it.  And  he  himself  appears  to  have  doubted  its 
accuracy,  for  he  has  followed  his  reference  to  the  case,  on 
which  he  asserted  it,  with  a  query;  upon  consulting  it,  this 
i  case  will  be  found  to  contain  nothing  whatever  indicating 

the  propriety  of  such  a  doctrine.  (See  Butt  agt.  Ward^ 
Winchj  70).     And  the  principle  previously  mentioned  by 
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this  author  is  entirely  at  variance  with  any  rule  that  would 
render  this  certificate  evidence  of  the  inferences  and  con- 
clusions of  the  inspectors,  or  of  anything  beyond  the  fact 
that  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  boat  had  been 
made  as  the  statute  required  that  to  be  done. 

For  he  says,  ^'  that  neither  the  declarations  nor  any  other 
acts  of  those  who  are  mere  strangers^  or^  as  it  is  usually 
termed;  any  ^  res  inter  alios  acfa,^  is  admisible  in  evidence 
against  any  one,  as  affording  a  presumption  against  him,  in 
the  way  of  admission  or  otherwise.  In  general  it  would 
be  contrary  to  the  first  and  most  obvious  principles  of  jus^ 
tice,  that  any  one  should  be  bound  by  the  acts,  or  concluded 
by  the  declarations^  or,  assertions  of  others  to  which  he 
was  nowise  privy.  Hence  it  is  that  no  man  is  bound  by 
any  decree  or  judgment  as  to  any  matter  of  private  right 
litigated  in  a  suit  to  which  he  was  not  privy."  {Starkie  on 
Evidence,  Part  1,  §  32.) 

In  the  case  of  CUntsman  agt.  Northrop,  (8  Cow,,  46,)  the 
question  was  not  considered  how  far  the  act  of  the  inspector 
of  the  leather  was  evidence  against  the  defendant.  But  it 
was  held  that  it  was  not  conclusive,  as  the  court  upon  the 
trial  had  held  it  to  be.  And  that  was  all  that  was  decided 
on  that  occasion.  And  no  more  than  that  was  decided  in 
the  case  of  People  agt.  Peck,  (11  Wend.,  604).  The 
decision  was  that  the  certificate  was  evidence  but  to  what 
extent  it  was  deemed  to  be  so  was  not  stated.  And  besides 
the  circumstances  under  which  that  certificate  was  made 
were  more  favorable  to  its  admissibility  as  evidence  than 
those  which  existed  in  this  case.  For  when  legally  and 
properly  given  it  necessarily  constitutes  the  evidence  con- 
templeted  by  the  statute  of  the  election  of  the  trustees.  In 
the  case  of  Jack  agt.  Martin,  (12  Wend.,  311,)  the  effect  to 
be  given  to  the  certificate  was  expressly  declared  by  the  act 
of  congress  under  which  it  was  made,  and  precisely  that, 
and  nothing  beyond  it,  was  given  to  it  in  that  case.  The 
cases  of  the   United  Slates  agt.  Banner,  (1  Baldivin,  234, 
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and  the  Same  agt.  Siddle^  2  Wash.j  Circuit  Court  Cases^ 
205,)  were  peculiar  and  unusual.  They  involved  the  rela 
tion  of  certain  foreign  representations  to  the  government  of 
the  United  States.  A  fact  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  secretary  of  state,  and  dependent  upon  his  action. 
And  for  that  reason  his  certificate  that  they  had  been  accepted 
and  recognized  as  such  by  the  department  over  which  he 
presided  was  held  to  be  evidence  of  that  fact,  for  it  showed 
that  to  have  been  the  act  of  the  government  required  for 
that  purpose. 

Where  a  public  officer  may  be  required  by  law  to  make  a 
return,  and  his  acts  included  in  the  return  aftewards  become 
involved  in  controversy,  there  it  may  be  used  as  evidence. 
But  where  no  return  is  required  by  law  to  be  made,  the 
certificate  of  the  officer,  is  not  evidence  either  for  himself,  or 
in  behalf  of  any  other  person  not  using  it  as  an  admission 
against  him.  The  rule  upon  that  subject  has  been  stated  to 
be  that,  ^^  where  the  law  has  made  it  the  duty  of  a  public 
officer  to  make  a  return  of  his  doings,  and  has  made  him 
responsible  for  the  truth  of  his  return,  a  return  may  be 
evidence.''  {Stephen  agt.  Clements^  2  N.  J?.,  390,  391). 
And  this  has  been  approved  in  the  cases  of  {Hathaway  age. 
Goodrich,  5  Vert.,  65 ;  Oakes  agt  HiUy  14  Pick.,  442,  448). 
But  the  obligation  imposed  upon  the  inspectors  of  returning 
their  certificate  to  the  collector,  was  not  such  a  return  as 
.  this  rule  contemplates. 

The  rule  contained  in  Oreenleaf  on  this  subject  is  stated 
to  be  that :  ^^  In  regard  to  certificates,  given  by  persons  in 
official  station,  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  law  never  allows 
a  certificate  of  a  mere  matter  of  fact,  not  coupled  with  any 
matter  of  law,  to  be  admitted  as  evidence."  (1  Greenkaf,  ^ 
498).  This  statement  of  the  law  is  exceedingly  indefinite 
and  unsatisfactory,  but  still  it  affords  no  support  to  the  case 
presented  by  the  defendants.  In  the  People  agt.  Mincky 
(21  N.  F.,  539,)  the  inspectors  return  was  held  to  be 
evidence  because  the  general  principles  embodied  in  the 
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statute  established  that  to  be  their  character.  And  besides 
that  it  was  plainly  within  the  rule  mentioned  by  the 
supreme  court  of  New  Hampshire ;  none  of  these  cases 
sanction  the  principle  contended  for  by  the  defendants. 

The  objection  taken  to  the  question  put  to  the  witness 
Beach^  as  to  what  would  have  been  the  indications  of  a  per- 
son was  suffocated  and  afterwards  falls^  or  is  thrown 
overboard,  was  somewhat  singular  and  peculiar.  It  was 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  deceased  had 
been  thrown  overboard,  and  there  is  no  pretence  that  she 
was.  As  the  plaintiffs  right  to  propound  this  question  did 
not  depend  entirely  upon  that  circumstance,  there  was  no 
impropriety  in  allowing  the  question  to  be  answered.  The 
objection  that  the  opinion  of  the  witness  was  incompetent 
was  not  included  in  the  ground  taken  at  the  trial. 

The  witness  Veitch,  after  having  been  examined  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  relative  to  the  appearance  of  a  young 
man,  that  had  been  on  board  the  same  steamboat,  at  the 
time  of  the  explosion,  and  was  afterwards  found  in  the 
water,  was  asked  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  whether  his 
face  was  different  from  the  face  of  the  intestate.  This 
inquiry  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel  and 
allowed  to  be  answered  by  the  court.  There  was  no  im- 
propriety in  this  ruling,  because  the  subject  had  been 
opened  and  the  question  invited  by  the  course  taken  upon 
the  cross-examination  of  the  witness.  But  if  there  had 
been,  the  defendants  would  be  unable  to  render  it  of  any 
service  to  their  defense,  because  the  objection  was  not 
made  so  specific  as  to  indicate  any  particular  reason  why 
the  question  should  not  be  answered,  and  in  addition  to  that 
the  witness  gave  no  evidence  by  his  answer  which  could 
possibly  prejudice  them. 

The  same  deficiency  is  also  found  in  the  objection  taken 
to  the  question  asked  concerning  the  answer  given  by  the 
plaintiff's  witness  upon  his  examination  before  the  coroner. 
It  was  too  general  to  be  of  any  service  to  the  defendants 
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under  the  rule  which  has^  now  become  well  settled  by  the 
decisions  of  this  court. 

The  evidence  given  upon  the  trial  rendered  the  questions 
arising  upon  its  effect,  those  of  fact  proper  for  the  con- 
sideration and  decision  of  the  jury.  The  court  was  there- 
fore right  in  declining  to  non-suit  the  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Note.  The  copy  of  the  above  opinion,  from  which  we  pablished,  is  certified  in 
the  following  manner,  to  wit :  "  A  copy,  but  notfarpublieationj  8.  Hand,  State 
Beporter,  Fees  $3.50."  (The  price  of  let  VoL^  Hand,  ie  $2.50).  Whether  any 
fees  are  included  in  the  above  amount  of  $3.50,  for  the  above  prtliminary  uijune- 
tiom^  issued  against  the  attorney  who  procured  this  certified  copy,  or  whether 
such  fees  are  to  be  ascertained  on  a  reference,  for  a  violation  of  the  injunction, 
does  not  appear.  However  that  may  be,  the  attorney  in  this  case  is  more  for- 
tunate in  procuring  a  copy  of  the  opinion,  on  any  terms,  than  another  attorney  of 
N.  Y.  City,  was  last  Summer,  when  the  court  was  being  held  here ;  as  the  latter 
applied  to  the  reporter  for  a  copy  of  an  opinion  in  a  cause  in  which  he  was  con* 
cemed,  and  in  conversation,  very  innocently  remarked  that  he  intended  to  give  it 
to  Howard  for  publication,  (supposing  there  were  points  in  it  which  ought  to  be 
published  in  Howard^*  Pr.  i2ep'«.,)  whereupon,  he  was  utterly  refhsed  a  copy, 
although  the  attorney  offered  to  pay  the  reporter  his  fees  therefor,  at  onc» 
Whether  the  attorney  ever  succeeded  in  getting  a  copy  we  never  learned,  but  we 
did  learn  of  the  transaction  at  the  time,  and  concluded  then  that  if  the  reporter 
had  decided  to  monopolize  and  control  the  publication  of  the  opinions  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  he  had  undertaken  a  **  big  Job" ;  but  thought,  as  he  was  newly 
appointed  that  a  little  experience  and  reflection  would  correct  his  views  on  that 
subject ;  the  result  however,  seems  to  be  quite  otherwise ;  for,  although  there  is 
a  condescension  to  allow  attorneys  to  have  copies  of  opinions,  they  are  formally 
and  strictly  enjoined  that  they  are  not  to  be  used  for  publication. 

Kow,  we  believe  that  under  the  amended  judiciary  article  in  the  constitution 
adopted  in  1869,  the  court  of  appeals  have  the  power  of  appointment  and  removal 
of  the  reporter  of  that  court,  and  it  would  seem  that  this  provision  in  the  new 
Judiciary  article  will  not  go  into  effect  any  too  soon,  to  save  the  rights  of  the 
profession,  if  not  the  reputation  of  the  court,  by  prohibiting  a  self  consequential 
official  from  assuming  to  insert  an  uiyoamtiihUiafuU  addendwm  to  every  opinion  oer* 
tified  from  that  court    (BaP>« 
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Common  reeeipit  are  not  **  personal  property*  within  the  statate  defining  laroenj ; 
Gontfeqaentiy  larceny  cannot  be  committed  thereol 

Bat  certificates  of  stock  of  an  incorporated  company,  are  within  the  statutory  defini- 
tion of  peraoaai  property,  and  are  the  sabjecto  of  larceny. 

On  a  trial  for  grand  larceny  in  stealing  such  certificates  of  stock,  it  is  incnmbent 
on  the  people  to  prove  the  valne  of»the  stock;  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  npon  the  subject  of  such  valoe,  the  ooort  most  presnme  it  to  be  nominal 
merely.  , 


September  Term,  1869. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  conviction  for  grand 
larceny. 

John  Sedgwick,  counsel  for  defendant  and  motion. 
S.  D.  Morris,  district  attorney^  opposed. 

Troy,  J. — The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  grand  larceny 
at  the  last  term  of  this  court,  in  feloniously  stealing  a  tin 
box  of  the  value  of  five  dollars,  and  certain  papers  described 
as  instruments  in  writing,  consisting  of  three  several  receipts 
for  money,  and  three  certificates  of  stock  in  incorporated 
companies.  Each  receipt  was  for  more  than  twenty-five 
dollars,  and  each  certificate  was  for  a  number  of  shares,  pur 
porting  to  be  of  the  value  of  more  than  twenty-five  dollars. 
Upon  the  trial,  no  evidence  was  offered  as  to  the  value  of  those 
documents,  for  the  reason,  as  was  claimed  by  the  prosecution, 
that  the  statute  fixed  such  value,  and  the  court  so  held  for 
the  purposes  of  the  trial,  reserving,  however,  the  final 
determination  of  the  question  for  subsequent  consideration. 
It  was  contended  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  the  receipts 
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were  not  personal  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  that  consequently  larceny  could  not  be  com- 
mitted thereof^  and  this  point  was  disposed  of  in  the  same 
manner.  The  prisoner  now  moves  to  set  aside  the  con- 
viction^ and  in  deciding  the  motion,  I  shall  examine  the 
questions  in  the  inverse  order. 

Larceny  at  common  law  could  only  be  committed  of 
goods  which  had  some  worth  in  themselves,  and  did  not 
derive  their  value  merely  from  their  relation  to  some  other 
thing,  hence  written  instruments  were  not  the  subject,  of 
larceny  whether  they  related  to  real  estate  or  concerned 
mere  choses  in  action.  If  they  related  to  real  estate  the 
taking  w.'is  merely  trespass,  for  the  reason  that  such  insru- 
ments  were  supposed  to  savor  of  the  realty  and  were  con- 
sidered a  part  thereof,  descendible  with  it  to  the  heir;  and 
if  they  were  mere  choses  in  action  as  bonds,  bills  or  notes, 
they  were  held  not  to  be  goods  whereof  larceny  could  be 
committed,  being  of  no  intrinsic  value  and  not  importing 
any  property  in  the  possession  of  the  person  from  whom 
they  were  taken.  {1st  Hawkins  Pkas  of  the  Croton  C,  32 
S.J  35  ;  4,  Blackstone^s  Comm.,  234  ;  2d  East  Pleas  of  the 
Crown  C,  16  5.,  25  p.^  597;  2d  RusseU  on  Crimes  69,  and 
sergeant  Hawkins  says  the  reason  why  a  felony  could  not 
be  committed  of  such  things  was  that  '^  being  of  no  use 
but  to  the  owner,  they  are  not  supposed  to  be  so  much  in 
danger  of  being  stolen,  and  therefore  need  not  be  provided 
for  in  so  strict  a  manner  as  those  things  which  are  of  a  . 
known  price  and  everybody's  money."  {The  King  agt. 
WebsteTy  1  Leach  Cr.  C,  16;  1  HawkinSy  P.  C,  142;) 
Various  laws  were  passed  from  time  to  time  in  England  for 
the  protection  of  this  kind  of  property,  all  of  which  were 
consolidated  by  the  7th  and  Sth  Geo,,  4  C.  27,  85,  and  those 
acts  made  the  stealing  of  every  species  of  valuable  written 
security  a  felony  of  the  same  nature  and  degree  and  punish- 
able in  the  same  manner  as  the  stealing  of  any  chattels  of 
like  value.     The  law  also  fixed  the  value  of  such  property. 
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but  QO  instrumeDt  in  the  nature  of  a  common  receipt  or 
acknowledgment  for  money  paid  in  fuU^  or  partial  discharge 
of  an  indebtedness  is  enumerated  or  included  within  the 
general  language  of  the  acts ;  and  it  is  clear  from  the  careful 
phraseology  employed  that  it  was  not  the  intention  to  pro- 
tect documents^  the  obstruction  of  which  from  the  possessor 
could  neither  injure  him  nor  benefit  the  thief. 

The  same  principle  seems  to  have  guided  the  framers  of 
our  statute  upon  this  subject^  which  declares  after  defining 
the  crimes  of  grand  and  petit  larceny ;''  grand  larceny  being 
the  felonious  taking  and  carrying  away  the  personal  property 
ot  another  of  the  value  of  more  than  twenty-five  dollars ; 
and  petit  larceny  the  stealings  taking  and  carrying  away  the 
personal  property  of  another  of  the  value  of  twenty- five 
dollars,  or  under  ;  that  '*  the  term  personal  property  as  used 
in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  mean  goods,  chattels,  efiects, 
evidence  of  right  in  action,  and  all  written  instnmients 
by  which  any  pecuniary  obligation  or  any  right  or  title  to 
property,  real  or  personal,  shall  be  created,  acknowledged, 
transferred,  increased,  defeated,  discharged  or  diminished." 
(2d  Rev,  Statj  726,  5.,  33.)  This  statute  has  reference  very 
clearly  to  instruments  which  as  such  merely,  have  the  legal 
efieet  and  operation  contemplated  thereby.  The  instrument 
of  itself  alone  must  create,  acknowledge,  transfer,  increase, 
defeat,  discharge,  or  diminish  a  pecuniary  obligation  or  a 
right  or  title  to  property,  real  or  personal. 

Now  common  receipts  such  as  are  described  in  the  indict- 
ment cannot  be  properly  called  instruments  at  all,  for  such 
documents  have  no  legal  effect  as  instruments  whatever, 
they  are  at  most  but  acknowledgments  in  writing  of  full  or 
partial  payment  and  may  be  used  in  evidence  to  prove  such 
payment.  But  they  cannot  be  pleaded,  and  when  proven 
may  be  explained  or  contradicted ;  they  are  mere  written 
admissions  and  can  only  be  treated  as  such  Not  so  with 
releases  either  general  or  special;  those  are  instruments 
having   a  recognized  legal  force  and  effect,  they  may  be 
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pleaded  and  when  proven  can  only  be  impeached  for  fraud 
or  want  of  consideration^  and  any  legal  consideration  is 
sniBcient  to  suport  them.  There  is  a  broad  distinction 
between  legal  instruments  which  are  acts  and  mere  written 
admissions  which  are  only  evidence.  And  this  is  the  difier- 
ence  between  a  common  receipt  and  such  an  instrument  as 
is  contemplated  by  the  statute.  This  question  was  passed 
upon  in  the  case  of  People  agt.  Bradley. 

4  Parker's  Crimifial  BeportSj  p.  245,  and  the  principles 
there  laid  do^^n  are  entirely  in  accordance  with  the  law  as 
I  understand  it,  and  the  distinction  is  noted  between  com- 
mon receipts  and  accountable  receipts,  warehouse  receipts 
and  others  of  such  nature.  Receipts  of  this  latter  descrip- 
tion are  undoubtedly  the  subject  of  larceny,  but  I  am 
satisfied  that  common  receipts  were  not  intended  to  be  and 
are  not  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute;.  It 
is  unnecessary  in  examining  this  part  of  the  case  to  refer 
to  the  section  regulating  and  declaring  the  value  of  said 
instruments  as  within  the  statute,  inasmuch  as  it  can  have 
no  application  whatever  to  a  writing  not  within  the  act.  I 
shall  call  attention  to  its  provisions,  however,  hereafter  in 
connection  with  the  remaining  questions  in  the  case. 

It  is  contended  that  the  certificates  of  stock  are  not  within 
the  statutory  definition  of  personal  property,  but  that  if  they 
should  be  so  considered,  then  it  is  claimed  that  the  law 
affixes  no  value  to  them,  and  none  having  been  proven,  the 
conviction  must  be  reversed. 

The  certificates,  it  is  true,  do  not  create,  transfer,  increase, 
defeat,  discharge  or  diminish  any  pecuniary  obligation  or 
any  right  or  title  to  property  real  or  personal.  They 
"  acknowledged,"  however,  the  right  and  title  of  the  holder 
to  a  certain  number  of  shares  of  stock  in  the  several  cor- 
porations by  which  they  were  issued,  and  are  evidences  of 
such  right  and  title.  This,  in  my  judgment,  brings  them 
within  the  protection  of  the  statute  defining  the  term 
"personal  property." 
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In  the  absence  of  proof  of  value,  however,  a  further 
inquiiy  arises  to  determine  which  recourse  must  be  had  to 

the  revised  statutes,  see ^volume,  third  section,  wherein 

it  is  declared  that  '^  if  the  property  stolen  consists  of  any 
bond,  covenant,   note,  bill   of  exchange,    draft,  order,  or 
receipt,  or  any   other  evidence  of  debt  or  of  any  public 
security  issued  by  the  United  States,  or  by  this  state,  or  of 
any  instrument  whereby  any  demand,  right  or  obligation 
shall    be    created,    increased,    released,    extinguished     or 
diminished,  (except  such  as  are  specified  in  the  next  section) 
the  money  due  thereon  or  secured  thereby  and  remaining 
unsatisfied,  or  which,  in  any  event  or  contingency,  might 
be  collected  thereon  or  the  value  of  the  property  transferred 
or  afiected  thereby,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  be  deemed 
the  value  of  the  article  so  stolen."     It  will  be  observea 
that  this  section  merely  regulates  the  manner  of  fixing  the 
value  of  such  instruments  as  it  provides  for.     It  does  not 
at  all  enlarge  the  defenition  of  what  constitutes  personal 
property,  and  tlie  word  "  receipt,'^  used  therein,  must  be 
regarded  as  applying  simply  to  such  receipts  as  come  within 
the  description  of  the  other  section. 

A  distinction  is  thus  made  between  instruments  ^'  upon 
which  money  is  due,  or  by  which  money  is  secured  and 
remaioing  unsatisfied  or  upon  which  money  in  any  event  or 
contingency  might  be  collected — and  instruments  whereby 
property  as  distinguished  from  money  is  transferred  or 
affected.  As  regards  the  first,  it  declares  that  the  money 
due  or  secured  and  remaining  unsatisfied,  or  which  might 
be  collected  thereon  shall  be  deemed  the  value  of  the 
instrument,  and  as  to  the  second,  that  the  value  of  the 
property  transferred  or  affected  by  the  instrument  shall  be 
deemed  the  value  thereof.  In  the  first  case  the  value  of  the 
instrument  is  assertained  by  a  reference  to  the  amount 
expressed  therein  and  remaining  unsatisfied,  and  although  as 
a  matter  of  fact  it  may  be  utterly  worthless  or  but  of  mere 
nominal  value,  such  worthlessness  cannot  be  shown  or  the 
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real  value  litigated,  for  the  law  fixes  what  it  shall  be.  In 
the  second  case  the  value  of  the  property  transferred  or 
affected  must  be  proven  in  the  ordinary  way  and  is  open  to 
litigation^  and  although  the  value  of  the  property  may  be 
declared  in  the  instrument  itself,  the  party  charged  with  the 
larceny  thereof  is  not  bound  thereby^  for  it  is  the  real  value 
of  the  property  that  must  fix  the  grade  of  the  offense  and 
not  the  value  fixed  by  the  parties  to  the  instrument  which 
may  or  may  not  be  correct.  As  the  certificates  are  of  this 
latter  class,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  people  to  prove  the 
value  of  the  stock.  The  omission  to  do  so  may  be  accounted 
for  perhaps  by  the  suggestion  that  they  are  utterly  worth- 
less. Regarding  them  as  personal  property,  however,  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence  upon  the  subject  of  value  the 
court  cannot  presume  such  value  to  be  other  than  nominaL 
The  tin  box  was  proven  to  be  worth  five  dollars,  this  would 
warrant  a  verdict  for  petit  larceny  only,  and  as  the  verdict 
was  for  grand  larceny  it  must  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 
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DwiGHT  Chapin  agt.  D.  Milo  Colb. 


AjutUoB  ofikspeacB  haa  no  JnriBdietioii  of  an  action  for  anauU  and  hatt»y. 
Where  the  complaint  contained  throe  oonnte^one  for  aeianlt  and  battery,  one  for 
injary  to  plaintiff 'a  bam,  and  the  other  for  converting  sheep,  and  on  the  trial 
evidence  was  given  npon  all  the  oonnts,  and  a  general  verdict  for  plaintiib  for 
$30 :     Beld  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  te  osrif. 


Jefferson  Special  Term,  December^  1869. 

The  complaint  in  this  cause  contained  three  counts ;  one 
for  assfAott  and  baUery ;  one  for  entering  on  the  premises  of 
plaintiff  and  injuring  to  his  bam ;  and  another  for  converting 
certain  sheep.  Issue  was  joined  and  the  same  was  brought 
to  trial  at  the  October  Jefferson  circuit :  Evidence  was  given 
under  each  count  of  the  complaint^  and  a  verdict  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $20. 

After  verdict  the  defendant  entered  up  judgment  for 
costs. 

The  plaintiff  moves  to  set  aside  the  judgment  by  reason  of 
certain  irregularities,  and  also  upon  the  ground  that  he  and 
not  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs. 

D.  O'Brien,  attorney  for  plaintiff. 
Anson  B.  Moobe  and  John  C.  MoOabtin,  oMomeys 
for  defendant. 

MuLLiN,  J. — ^A  justice  of  the  peace  has  not  jurisdiction 

of  an  action  for  assault  and  battery.    By  sub-division  3  of 

%  304  of  the  Code,  a  plaintiff  is  allowed  costs  upon  a 

recovery,  in  actions  of  which  a  justice  has  not  jurisdiction. 

But  as  by  the  4th  sub-division  of  the  same  section,  a 
Vol.  ZXXYin.  81 
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plantiff  cannot  recover  in  an  action  of  assault  and  battery 
when  the  recovery  is  less  than  $50^  any  more  costs  thaa 
damages,  a  plaintiff's  costs  must  be  controlled  by  this  clause 
of  the  section,  and  could  not  exceed  S20. 

But  as  the  jury  has  not  by  their  verdict  disclosed  the 
amount- found  for  the  plaintiff  under  either  of  the  counts  of 
the  complaint,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  say  that  any  sum 
beyond  nominal  damages  was  found  under  the  count  for 
assault  and  battery ;  a  finding  of  $20  under  either  or  both 
of  the  other  counts,  would  entitle  the  defendant  and  not  the 
plaintiff  to  costs. 

The  Code  furnishes  no  light  upon  the  question ;  neither 
do  the  Bevised  Statutes.  The  question  is  one  of  construction, 
for  the  courts.  The  case  of  Shorke  agt.  Charles^  (18  Wend.j 
616,)  is  almost  identical  with  this.  In  that  the  declaration 
contained  three  counts,  one  for  assault  and  battery  and  two 
for  malicious  prosecution.  ^ 

On  the  trial  evidence  was  given  upon  all  the  counts  and 
a  verdict  upon  all  for  $40.  The  question  was  submitted  to 
the  court,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  costs,  and  if 
so  to  what  amount,  or  whether  he  must  pay  costs  to  the 
defendant.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
nominal  costs  only  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
full  costs,  on  all  the  counts. 

I  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  disregard  this  case  and  must, 
therefore,  deny  the  motion ;  but  require  the  defendant  to 
amend  the  record  so  as  to  give  plaintiff  judgment  for  the 
damages  which  he  recovered,  with  six  cents  costs,  and  that 
the  costs  of  defendant  be  set  off  against  plaintiff's  damages 
and  costs,  and  that  execution  issue  for  the  balance  without 
costs  of  the  motion  to  either  party. 
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Andrew  Coaklet  agt  James  F.  Chambeblain^  sole  surviv- 
ing  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testameDt  of  Mary  Ann 
Burdock^  deceased,  Mary  Ann  Seaman,  Charlotte 
Maria  McEbnzie,  William  Henry  Burch,  Emily  Jane 
French,  George  Frederick  Burch,  and  Matilda 
Augusta  Burch. 

An  action  for  damages  for  the  breach  of  aooyenant  of  qaiet  enjoyment^  contained  in 
a  lease  executed  by  a  person  having  a  life-estate  in  the  premises,  which  breach 
was  occasioned  by  the  death  of  the  life-tenant,  will  not  lie  against  the  executor 
of  such  life-tenant,  and  the  remaindermen  Jointly,  nor  against  the  remaindermen 
in  any  form,  and  the  mere  faot,  that  the  remaindermen  collected  the  rent  reserved 
by  the  lease  from  the  death  of  the  life-tenant  up  to  the  time  of  the  final  partition 
of  the  premises,  in  an  action  instituted  for  that  purpose,  cannot  be  construed  into  an 
adoption  and  ratification  of  such  covenant  on  their  part. 

An  unexpired  lease  executed  by  a  person  having  only  a  life-estate  in  the  demised 
premises,  becomes  void  and  inoperative  upon  the  death  of  the  life-tenant  as  against 
the  remaindermen,  and  from  that  time  constitutes  no  further  lien  or  incumbrance 
upon  the  premises. 

No  tenure  and  no  relation  exists  between  remaindermen  and  the  tenant  of  the  life- 
tenant. 

The  acts  of  1848  and  1849  did  not  confer  any  greater  authority  upon  married 
women,  to  make  contracts  generally,  than  previously  existed,  and  did  not 
remove  the  legal  incapacity  of  a  married  woman,  to  enter  into  a  personal  obliga- 
tion, nor  did  those  acts  authorue  a  married  woman  to  charge  her  separate  estate 
for  a  debt  which  did  not  arise  in  connection  vrith  it,  or  which  was  not  contracted 
for  her  own  benefit  or  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate. 

The  reported  cases  arising  under  these  acts  reviewed,  and  the  ease  of  Kolii  agt  D9 
Leiftr,  (41  Barb,,  311,)  explahied. 

Where  a  married  woman  having  a  life-estate  in  certain  premises  executed,  prior  to 
the  year  1860,  a  ten  years'  lease  of  such  premises  with  a  covenant  contained 
therein,  that  on  payment  of  the  rent  thereby  reserved  the  lessee  may  quietly 
have  and  ei^ioy  the  said  premises  for  the  full  term,  and  thereupon  died  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term  and  the  lessee  was  dispossessed  by  the  remaindermen : 

MUd  that  no  aetion  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  breach  of  such  covenant  ean  be 
maintained  by  the  lessee  against  the  executor  of  such  married  woman. 

Oenerai  Term^  November y  1869. 

Before  Barbour,  C.  J.,  and  Monell  and  Freedman,  J.  J. 

Statement  of  facts. — One  William  Burch  was,  at  the  time 
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of  his  deathy  the  owner  in  fee  of  premises  No.  326  Eighth 
avenue^  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and,  by  his  last  will,  gave 
the  use  of  said  premises  to  his  wife,  Mary  Ann  Burch, 
during  her  natural  life,  and  the  fee  to  his  children.  In 
1856,  the  widow  of  William  Burch  became  the  wife  of 
Paul  Burdock,  and  they  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife 
until  her  death  in  1864. 

In  1857,  while  the  wife  of  Paul  Burdock,  she  leased  to 
plaintiff  the  said  premises  for  the  term  of  eleven  years,  by 
lease,  duly  executed  and  recorded,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  $750 ; 
and,  in  that  instrument,  covenanted  for  herself  only  that  the 
plaintiff,  on  paying  the  said  yearly  rent,  &c.,  should  peacea- 
bly and  quietly  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the  said  demised 
premises  for  the  term  aforesaid. 

In  1864,  before  the  term  expired,  she  died,  and  the  chil- 
dren of  William  Burch  commenced  an  action  in  the  supreme 
court  for  the  partition  of  the  premises,  making  the  plaintiff 
a  party;  and,  on  the  3d  day  of  March,  1865,  judgment  was 
entered  in  said  action  adjudging  that  William  Burch  died 
seized  of  the  premises ;  that  Mary  Ann  Burdock  had  only  a 
life  estate  therein ;  that  upon  her  decease  plaintiff's  lease 
became  void  and  inoperative,  and  constituted  no  further  lien 
or  incumbrance  on  the  premises.  Under  this  judgment  the 
premises  were  sold,  the  plaintiff  dispossessed  and  the  pro- 
ceeds distributed  amongst  the  heirs  of  William  Burch, 
deceased.  After  Mrs.  Burdock's  death,  the  said  heirs 
received  the  rent  for  the  premises  from  the  time  of  her  death 
up  to  June  1  1865, 

The  action  is  based  upon  the  breach  of  Mrs.  Burdock's 
covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  and  is  brought  to  recover,  as 
damages,  the  value  of  the  unexpired  term  in  said  lease. 
The  defendant  (Chamberlain)  is  sued  as  the  executor  of  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  Mary  Ann  Burdock,  deceased, 
and  the  other  defendants  as  heirs,  who  received  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  in  partition,  and  the  rent  of  the  premises  from 
the  time  of  Mrs.  Burdock's  death  up  to  June  1, 1865. 
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The  action  was  commenced  in  June^  1865^  and  tried 
before  the  court  and  a  jury  in  November,  1867.  When  the 
plaintiff  rested,  the  evidence  substantially  disclosed  the 
foregoing  state  of  facts;  and  the  counsel  for  Mary  Ann 
Seaman,  Charlotte  Maria  McEenzie,  William  Henry  Burch, 
Emily  Jane  French,  Q-eorge  Frederick  Burch,  and  Matilda 
Augusta  Burch,  the  heirs-at-law,  thereupon  moved  to 
dismiss  the  complaint  against  them.  The  court  granted  the 
motion,  and  plaintiff  excepted. 

Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  only  remaining  defendant,  James 
F.  Chamberlain,  sole  surviving  executor  of  Mary  Ann 
Burdock,  deceased,  introduced  some  further  evidence 
establishing  the  marriage  between  Paul  Burdock  and  Mrs. 
Burch  ;  and  that  thereupon  they  lived  together  as  husband 
and  wife,  until  she  died,  and  also  introduced  and  read  in 
evidence  the  will  of  William  Burch,  deceased. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  jury,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  court,  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
Chamberlain,  to  which  direction  and  finding  plaintiff 
excepted.  The  court  directed  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  at 
the  general  term  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  judgment  in 
the  meantime  be  stayed. 

S.  B.  Noble,  (Morney  fw  plairdiff. 
R.    H.   BowNE    and    C.  H.    Hinnan,    attorneys  for 
defendants. 

By  the  courty  Freedman,  J. — The  defendants,  Mary  Ann 
Seaman,  Charlotte  Maria  McEenzie,  William  Henry  Burch, 
Emily  Jane  French,  George  Frederick  Burch,  and  Matilda 
Augusta  Burch,  were  not,  in  respect  to  the  premises  in 
question,  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  Burdock,  but  of  William  Burch. 
Therefore  the  statute,  by  which  the  heirs  and  devisees  of 
every  person  who  has  made  any  covenant  or  agreement  are 
held  answerable  upon  such  covenant  or  agreement,  to  the 
extent  of  the  lands  descended  or  devised  to  them,  does  not 
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apply  to  them;  and  the  mere  fact  that  they  collected  rent 
up  to  the  time  of  final  partition  cannot  be  construed  into  an 
adoption  and  ratification  by  them  of  the  covenant  for  quiet 
enjoyment  contained  in  plaintiff's  lease.  They  were  re- 
maindermen,  and  between  them  and  the  plaintiff  as  tenant 
of  the  life  tenant  no  tenure  and  no  relation  existed.  When 
the  partition  of  the  premises  took  place  the  rights  of  all  par- 
ties, including  the  plaintiff,  were  judicially  determined;  the 
judgment  provided  for  a  partition  of  the  premises  between 
such  of  the  parties  as  had  any  rights  therein,  and  according 
to  such  rights,  but  at  the  same  time  adjudged  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  or  interest  whatever,  that  his  lease 
became  void  and  inoperative  upon  the  decease  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  from  that  time  constituted  no  further  lien  or 
incumbrance  upon  the  premises.  This  judgment  must  be 
deemed  a  complete  and  final  determination  of  the  rights  of 
the  plaintiff  as  against  the  remaindermen. 

Nor  can  this  action  be  maintained  against  the  heirs  against 
whom  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  took  place,  upon  the 
ground  of  the  receipts  of  assets,  as  next  of  kin,  under  2 
Bev,  Statj  451,  Sec.^  23.  Whatever  assets  may  be  deemed 
to  have  been  received  by  them,  belonged  to  the  estate  of 
William  Burch,  deceased,  and  not  the  estate  of  Mary  Ann 
Burdock.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  any  assets 
belonging  to  her  estate  were  ever  paid  or  distributed  to  these 
persons,  as  next  of  kin  or  legatees,  by  her  executor,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff,  as  a  creditoTj  to  institute  an  action 
against  them. 

Again,  the  same  defendants  could  not  be  proceeded  against 
upon  the  theory  that  they  were  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  Burdock, 
until  after  the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  time  of  the 
granting  of  letters  testamentary  to  her  executor,  for  the 
statnte  expressly  prohibits  it  (3  iZ.  8.j  6th  ed.  jp.,  197,  ^ 
64) ;  and  even  then  they  could  be  held  liable  only  for  a  debt 
of  the  testatrix,  upon  proof  either  that  the  deceased  left  no 
personal  assets  within  this  state  to  be  administered,  or  that 
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the  personal  assets  of  the  deceased  were  not  sufficient  to 
pay  and  discharge  the  same ;  or  that^  after  due  proceedings 
before  the  surrogate^  and  at  law,  the  plaintiff  as  a  creditor, 
had  been  unable  to  collect  such  debt,  or  some  part  thereof, 
from  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased,  or  from 
her  next  of  kin,  or  legatees  {2  Bev,  8t<xt.y  452,  ^  33,  as 
amended  by  laws  of  1 859,  p.j  293) ;  and  in  such  case  the 
heirs  could  not  be  joined  as  defendants  in  the  action  with 
the  executor.  (11  Barb.^  271 ;  3  Comst..  261).  In  any 
aspect  of  the  case  the  complaint  was  properly  dismissed 
against  the  heirs. 

Whether  the  verdict,  as  directed,  was  right  as  to  the 
remaining  defendant,  depends  upon  the  question  whether 
Mrs.  Burdock,  as  a  married  woman,  had  the  legal  capacity 
to  enter  into  the  covenant,  which  forms  the  foundation  for 
this  action,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  she  did.  The 
covenant  is  a  personal  one,  which  a  married  woman  could 
not  make  at  common  law,  and,  as  it  was  made  in  1857,  the 
question  will  have  to  be  determined  under  the  acts  of  1848 
and  1849,  passed  for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the 
property  of  married  women.  These  acts  enable  a  married 
woman  to  hold  her  real  and  personal  propeity,  and  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof  as  her  sole  and  separate  property, 
as  if  she  were  a  single  female,  and  also  to  take  by  inheritance^ 
or  by  gift,  grant,  devise,  or  bequest,  from  any  person  other 
than  her  husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and 
convey,  and  devise  real  and  personal  property,  and  any  inter- 
est or  estate  therein,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof, 
in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the  like  effect,  as  if  she  were 
unmarried,  &c.  And  it  has  been  held  that  under  said  acts 
a  married  woman  may  acquire  title  to  real  and  personal 
property  from  any  person  other  than  her  husband,  in  almost 
any  manner ;  that  she  may  do  so  by  buying  the  same  for 
cash  or  upon  her  credit ;  that  she  may  purchase  a  stock  in 
trade,  a  business  and  the  good  will  belonging  thereto,  for 
cash  or  upon  her  credit ;  that  in  all  these  cases,  if  done 
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bona  Jidey  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  covering  up  her 
husband's  property,  and  if  the  vendor  will  take  the  risk  of 
payment,  the  transfer  and  her  title  is  perfect,  and  that  no 
interest  in  any  such  property  passes  to  her  husband, 
whether  she  had  antecedently  any  separate  estate  or  not ; 
that  after  having  thus  obtained  the  property,  she  may 
manage  it  either  personally  or  by  the  agency  of  her  husband 
or  any  other  person,  and  hold  the  profits  and  increase  to  her 
separate  use,  {Sherman  agt.  Elder^  24  N.  F.,  38t ;  Knapp 
agt.  SmUh,  27  N.  F.,  277 ;  James  agt.  Taylcyr^  43  JBarft., 
630 ;  Buckley  agt.  WeUs^  33  N.  F,  618 ;  overruling  S.  C, 
42  Barb.y  669) ;  and  may  recover  for  work,  labor  and  ser- 
vices done  and  performed  and  materials  furnished  by  her  in 
course  of  such  business^  and  since  1861  may  sue  alone  under 
^  114  of  the  Code  for  her  separate  property,  without 
joining  her  husband  with  her.  {Darby  agt.  CaUahany  16 
N.  F,  71). 

But  on  the  other  hand  it  has  been  settled  that  under  the 
acts  referred  to,  a  married  woman  cannot  contract  with  or 
convey  to  her  husband,  {White  agt.  Wager^  26  N.  F,  328 ; 
Winans  agt.  Peebles^  &2  N.  F,  423 ;  Savage  agt.  (yNeUy 
42  Barb.y  374) ;  that  she  has  no  power  to  make  contracts 
generally,  which  are  binding  upon  her  personally  according 
to  the  general  rules  of  law  {Yale  agt.  Dederer^  18  N.  F, 
266 ;  Draper  agt.  Stouvenelj  36  N.  F,  607) ;  although  a 
court  of  equity  may  enforce  payment,  out  of  her  separate 
estate,  of  a  debt  contracted  by  her  for  her  oum  benefit  and  on 
the  credit  qf  her  separate  estate*  {Ledeliey  agt.  Powers  39 
Barb.,  565). 

When  the  case  of  Yale  agt.  Dederer^  came  before  the 
court  of  appeals  for  the  second  time  (22  N.  F,  460,)  Judge 
Selden,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  held,  that 
in  order  to  create  a  charge  upon  the  separate  estate  of  a 
married  woman,  her  intention  to  do  so  must  be  declared  in 
the  very  contract  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  charge,  or 
the  consideration  must  be  obtained  for  the  direct  benefit  of 
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the  estate  itself,  and  that  accordiDgly,  where  a  married 
woman  signed  a  promissory  note  as  mere  surety  for  her 
husband,  though  it  was  her  .intention  to  charge  her  separate 
estate^  such  intention  did  not  take  effect.  The  learned  j  udge 
showed  that  the  foundation  of  the  power  of  a  feme  covert 
to  charge  her  separate  estate  rested  solely  upon  her  inciden- 
tal power  to  dispose  of  that  estate ;  that  therefore^  no  debt 
can  be  a  charge  which  is  not  connected  by  agreement, 
either  express  or  implied,  with  the  estate;  that  if  contracted 
for  the  direct  benefit  of  the  estate  itself,  it  would  of  course 
become  a  lien,  upon  a  well  founded  presumption  that  the 
parties  so  intended  and  in  analogy  to  the  doctrine  of  equit- 
able mortgages  for  purchase  money;  but  that  no  other  kind 
of  debt  can  be  thus  charged  without  some  affirmative  act  of 
the  wife  evincing  that  intention.  And  in  his  concluding 
remarks  Judge  Selden  points  out  that  the  legislature  did 
not^  even  by  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1860,  remove  the 
common  law  disability  of  married  women  to  bind  themselves 
by  their  contraccs  at  large ;  that  in  order  to  be  obligatory 
upon  them  or  their  estates  under  that  act,  their  contracts 
must  relate  entirely,  either  to  their  separate  property 
or  to  the  particular  trade  or  business  in  which  they  are 
engaged. 

The  principles  decided  in  the  case  of  Tale  agt.  Dedeter, 
{supra^)  have  been  reaffirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  in 
White  agt.  McNetty  (33  N.  T.,  371) ;  compare  also  Brown 
agt,  Hermann,  (14  Abb.y  394) ;  White  agt.  Story,  (43  Barb., 
124) ;  Manchester  agt.  Sahler,  (47  Barb.y  156). 

Thus,  it  seems  to  be  settled  beyond  question  that  the 
acts  of  184S  and  1849  did  not  confer  any  greater  authority 
upon  femes  covertj  to  inter  into  contracts  generally,  than 
previously  existed,  and  did  not  remove  their  legal  incapacity 
to  contract  debts ;  also  that  those  acts  did  not  authorize  a 
married  woman  to  charge  her  separate  estate  for  a  debt 
which  did  not  arise  in  connection  with  it,  and  which  is  not 
for  her  own  benefit  or  the  benefit  of  her  estate.     The 
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authorities  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  do  not 
cast  a  doubt  upon  the  correctness  of  these  propositions. 
The  decision  in  Winans  agt.  Peebles,  (31  Barb.j  371);  has 
been  reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  (32  N.  T.,  423). 
Ooelet  agt.  Oori^  (31  Barb.,  314,)  is  an  authority  against  the 
plaintiff.  In  BaMin  agt.  DUlayej  (37  N.  F.,  35,)  the 
separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  as  a  whole,  was  held 
chargeable  in  equity  with  the  payment  of  a  deficiency  arising 
upon  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  by  her,  for  the  reason  that 
she  had  thereby  derived  in  point  of  fact,  not  only  a  benefit 
in  respect  to  the  premises  described  in  the  mortgage,  but 
an  additional  substantial  benefit  for  her  enH/re  separate  estate, 
namely,  a  release  of  thirty-two  other  lots,  Ac. 

And  even  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  at  general 
term,  in  the  case  of  KoUs  agt.  BeLeyer,  (41  BarK,  211,) 
although  frequently  misunderstood,  will,  on  a  careful 
examination,  be  found  to  be  in  entire  harmony  with  the 
propositions  hereinbefore  laid  down  as  conclusively  settled. 
The  following  facts  appeared  by  the  complaint  in  the  last 
named  case:  The  defendant,  as  a  married  woman  and 
possessed  of  a  separate  estate  in  lands  in  her  own  right,  in 
1858,  conveyed  out  of  the  same  a  lot  of  ground  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  usual  deed  of  conveyance,  with  covenants 
of  seisin,  and  that  the  same  were  free  from  incumbrances  of 
every  description.  Her  husband  united  in  the  deed  so  far 
as  to  convey  his  interest,  if  any  he  had,  but  he  did  not  join 
in  the  covenants  of  warranty.  At  the  time  of  making  this 
conveyance,  the  lot  was,  however,  subject  to  the  incum- 
brance of  certain  unpaid  taxes,  which  were  a  lien  thereon^ 
and  which  the  plaintiff  subsequently  had  to  pay.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid  as  being 
a  charge  on  the  mf^s  remaining  separate  estate.  It  con- 
sequently was  a  suit  in  equity.  The  defendant  demurred, 
and  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  was  whether  the 
complaint  stated  facts  sufBcient  upon  which  the  separate 
estate  of  the  defendant  could  be  held  liable  in  equity.    The 
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court  held  that  it  did.  Therefore,  however  broad  the  lan- 
guage may  be,  which  the  learned  justice  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  on  that  occasion,  used,  the  correctness 
of  the  decision  itself  cannot  be  questioned. 

The  case  at  bar  is  an  ordinary  action  at  law,  The  cov- 
enant relied  upon  did  not  create  a  debt  at  the  time,  but 
only  a  contingent  liability,  which  cannot  be  charged  against 
Mrs.  Burdock's  estate  without  express  words  to  that  effect; 
even  if  it  bad  been  so  charged,  the  liability  would  not 
attach  except  upon  proof  that  it  was  for  fhe  benefit  of  Mrs. 
Burdock  or  her  separate  estate,  and  in  such  case  it  could 
be  enforced  in  equity  only.  No  error,  therefore,  has  been 
committed  by  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  Chamber- 
lain, as  sole  surviving  executor  of  the  will  of  Mary  Ann 
Burdock,  deceased. 

Plaintiffs  exceptions  should  be  overruled  and  judgment 
absolute  rendered  upon  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
Cbamberlain,  as  executor,  and  in  favor  of  the  other  defend- 
ants upon  the  non-suit,  with  costs. 

Barbour,  Ch.  J. — ^I  concur. 

MoNELL,  J. — I  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Jesse    N.   Bolles,    receiver,    &c.y   agt.  John  A.   Duff, 

receiyer,  &c.,  and  others. 

Where  the  general  term  of  this  ooorty  on  a  regnlar  call  of  a  caase  on  the  calendar, 
take  a  tubmunon  of  the  oanse  for  decision,  from  tlie  plaintiff's  attomej— he 
declining  to  take  the  default  of  the  defendant,  his  attorney  not  appearing,  and 
order  that  the  defendant's  attorney  have  notice  of  snch  snbmisdon,  and  per- 
mission to  submit  his  points,  which  sabmission  is  not  made  by  the  defen  dant 
during  the  term,  although  regularly  notified  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  pur- 
suance of  such  order ;  a  tubteqtuni  general  term  of  the  court,  cannot,  by  callin^j^ 
such  submission  a  default^  and  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  set  aside  such  sub- 
mission, and  grant  an  order  for  a  new  trial. 

It  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  Justices,  to  whom  the  cause  was  submitted,  notwithttand  • 
ing  the  orders  of  the  subsequent  general  term,  to  decide  and  dispose  of  the  cause. 

General  Term^  Novembery  1869. 

Present — Clerk,  P.  cT.,  Casdozo,  and  SuTHERLAin),  J.  J. 
On  vacating  general  term  orders  of  June  10th  and  14thy 
1869; 

B.  C.  Thayeb  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  Oaket  Hall /or  the  defendant  Duf* 

Sutherland,  J. — ^This  is  a  motion  by  the  plamtiff  to 
vacate  and  set  aside  two  orders  of  this  court  in  this  action, 
made  at  the  general  term  in  June  last,  one  dated  the  10th 
and  the  other  the  14th  of  June  last,  by  the  first  of  which 
the  court  set  aside  and  vacated  what  in  and  by  the  order  is 
called  *'  the  default  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in  above  action, 
on  the  20th  day  of  April,  18G9,  at  the  general  term  of 
this  court,^'  and  further  ordered  the  case  **to  be  orally 
heard"  at  the  then  present  general  term,  and  that  the  cause 
be  set  down  for  argument  on  the  second  Monday  of  said 
June,  and  by  the  other  of  which  orders  the  court  reversed, 
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vacated,  and  set  aside  the  interlocutory  judgment  or  decision 
of  Justice  Potter,  made  m  this  action  at  special  term^ 
the  29th  day  of  June,  1866;  and  all  proceedings  had  there- 
under,  and  awaided  a  new  trial  to  the  defendant  Duff. 

The  following  facts  appear  from  the  papers  submitted  on 
this  motion : 

This  is  an  equity  action,  and  was  tried  before  Justice 
Potter  at  special  term,  and  an  interlocutory  decision  or 
decree  was  made  by  him  therein  on  the  29th  day  of  June, 
1866,  by  which  the  defendant  Duff  was  decided  and 
declared  to  be  a  mortgagee  and  trustee  of  certain  property 
in  his  possession  in  question,  and  liable  to  account,  Ac,  and 
by  whicb  a  reference  was  made  to  a  referee  named,  to  take 
and  state  the  account  upon  certain  principles  stated,  and 
by  which  the  question  of  costs,  and  all  questions,  except 
those  settled  by  the  interlocutory  decision,  were  reserved 
until  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report. 

On  the  30th  of  March,  1868,  and  after  the  amendment 
of  section  268  of  the  Code,  by  the  act  of  April  25tb,  1867, 
allowing  and  providing  for  a  motion,  for  a  new  trial  at 
general  term  on  a  case  and  exceptions,  before  final  judg- 
ment, where  the  interlocutory  decision  or  judgment  directed 
an  accounting,  or  further  proceedings,  and  while  the 
accounting  was  pending  before  the  referee  named  in  the 
interlocutory  decision  or  judgment,  or  any  other  referee 
substituted  for  him,  and  of  course  before  there  had  been  any 
report  of  a  referee  or  final  judgment,  the  attorneys  for  the 
defendant  Duff  served  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  with  a 
copy  of  a  case  and  exceptions  made,  taken,  and  filed  in  the 
action,  with  notice  that  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  would  be 
made  thereon  at  the  ensuing  April  general  term. 

The  case  having  been  put  on  the  general  term  calendar 
and  not  having  been  reached  as  must  be  presumed,  the 
attorneys  for  the  defendant.  Duff,  and  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  both  noticed  it  for  argument  at  the  April  general 
term,  1869. 
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At  the  April  general  term,  1869,  on  the  20th  day  of 
April,  upon  the  case  being  called,  and  the  attorney  and 
counsel  of  the  plaintiff  appearing  and  answering,  and  do 
one  appearing  or  answering  for  the  defendant.  Duff,  and 
upon  the  attorney  and  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  expressing  a 
disinclination  to  take  the  defendant's  default,  and  requesting 
permission  to  submit  the  case  with  his  printed  points,  with 
liberty  for  the  defendant,  Duff,  to  submit  points  in  support 
of  his  motion,  the  court  permitted  him  to  do  so,  and  made 
an  order  to  that  effect,  stating  on  its  face  that  it  was  made 
on  due  proof  of  notice  of  argument  for  the  first  Monday  of 
April,  in  and  -by  which  order  it  was  directed  that  the 
defendant's  attorneys  should  have  notice  of  such  sub- 
mission, and  permission  for  the  defendant,  Duff,  to  submit 
points. 

On  the  22d  day  of  April,  1869,  the  defendant  Duff,  his 
attorneys  and  Mn  John  Graham,  as  his  counsel  or  one 
of  his  counsel,  were  served  with  written  notices  by  the 
attorney,  for  the  plaintiff,  of  such  submission,  which  notices 
stated  that  the  defendant  Duff  had  liberty  to  submit  points 
in  support  of  his  motion. 

The  account  in  the  moving  papers  of  what  took  place  at 
general  term,  when  the  case  was  called  on  the  20th  of 
April,  the  order  of  the  general  term  and  the  notice  sub- 
sequently given  to  the  defendant  Duff,  his  attorneys,  and 
counsel,  do  not  permit  a  doubt  that  the  court  intended  that 
the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  should  submit  with  his  points, 
papers  sufficient  or  requisite  for  the  examination  and 
decision  or  disposition  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
case  and  exceptions,  and  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff 
did  submit  and  hand  up  to  the  court  copies  or  papers  pur- 
porting to  be  copies '  of  the  case  and  exceptions  with  his 
points,  and  that  the  court  received  such  copies  of  the  case, 
&c.,  with  the  points  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  and  dis- 
posing of  the  motion. 

No  points  were  submitted  for  or  in  behalf  of  the  defend- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  495 

Bolles  agt.  Duff. 

ant  Duff  before  the  adjournment  of  the  general  term  for  the 
term^  nor  was  any  motion  made  to  the  general  term  before 
its  adjonrnment^  for  the  term,  for  or  in  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant Duffy  to  be  heard  orally  on  tbe  motion;  but  on  the 
26th  day  of  April;  1869;  after  the  general  term  had 
adjourned  for  the  term^  his  attorneys  in  the  action  applied 
to  a  justice  of  this  court;  other  than  either  of  the  justices 
who  held  the  general  term  when  the  order  of  submission 
was  made,  and  obtained  from  him  an  order  dated  on  that 
day,  for  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  to  show  cause  before 
him  at  special  term^  at  chambers,  on  the  28th  instant,  at 
10  a.  m.,  ^*  why  the  default  taken  by  the  plaintiff  herein 
on  the  20th  instant,  and  referred  to  in  the  annexed  affidavits, 
and  also  in  the  notice  served  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
under  date  of  April,  20,  1869,  a  copy  whereof  is  hereto 
annexed,  should  not  be  set  aside  and  vacated,  and  why  the 
case  should  not  be  ordered  to  be  heard  at  the  next  general 
term,  in  the  regular  course  of  the  calendar,  &c." 

This  order  to  show  cause  was  obtained  on  two  affidavits 
one  of  Mr.  Van  Antwerp,  as  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the 
defendant  Duff,  and  the  other  of  Mr.  Hall,  as  counsel  or 
associate  counsel  for  him,  which  two  affidavits  were  the 
affidavits  referred  to  in  the  order  to  show  cause,  as  annexed 
to  it,  and  to  which  affidavits  referred  to  therein,  and  in  the 
order  to  show  cause,  was  annexed  an  alleged  copy  of  11 
notice,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

SUPREME  COURT. 

Jesse.  N.  Bolles,  receiver,  Ac,  agt.   John  A.  Duff, 

and  others. 

Gentlemen. — ^You  will  please  take  notice  that  your 
motion  for  a  new  trial  in  this  cause  was  this  day  submitted 
to  the  general  term,  on  the  case  and  exceptions  herein, 
and  my  printed  points,  and  that  you  are  at  liberty  to  sub- 
mit points  in  support  of  your  motion. 
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Please  furDish  me  with  a  copy  of  your  points  herein,  and 
I  will  furnish  you  with  a  copy  of  mine. 

Tours^  &C.J  B.  C.  Thayeb,  plaintiffs  aUamey. 

To  Messrs.  Van  Antwerp  and  James,  cMomeys  for  the 
defendanty  Duff. 

Dated,  New  York,  April  20th,  1869. 

In  both  affidavits  the  proceeding  which  took  place  on  the 
20th  of  April,  1869,  at  general  term,  when  the  case  was 
called,  no  one  appearing  for  the  defendant,  Dufi^  was  called, 
^^  a  default  taken,"  and  in  both  affidavits  the  alleged  copy  of  a 
notice  annexed,  of  which  a  copy  is  above  given,  is  referred 
to  as  showing  that  that  proceeding  was  a  default  taken. 

On  the  return  day  of  the  order  to  show  cause,  the  plain* 
tiff's  counsel  not  appearing,  the  hearing  of  the  motion  was 
postponed  by  the  justice  who  granted  the  order  to  show 
cause,  until  the  6th  May  following. 

A  motion  having  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  before 
another  justice  for  an  order  postponing  the  hearing  of  the 
motion  by  the  defendant,  to  set  aside  the  alleged  default 
taken  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  April  general  term,  until  the 
decision  by  the  general  term  of  the  defendant  Duff's  motioa 
for  a  new  trial,  in  which  motion  of  the  plaintiff  an  order 
staying  proceedings  had  been  granted.  Duff's  motion  to  set 
aside  the  default  alleged  to  have  been  taken  at  the  April 
general  term  was  directed  by  the  justice  who  granted  the 
order  to  show  cause  to  proceed  before  him  on  the  25th  ot 
May,  1869. 

The  plaintiff's  motion  to  postpone  the  hearing  of  Duff's 
motion,  until  after  the  decision  of  the  general  term,  was 
denied  on  the  20th  day  of  May,  1869,  after  a  hearing,  and 
the  stay  of  proceedings  vacated. 

On  the  25th  of  May,  Dufi's  motion,  both  parties  appear- 
ing by  counsel  it  is  said  in  affidavit  read  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  Duff,  was  proceeded  with  but  not  concluded ;  but 
it  does  not  further  appear  what  was  done. 


NEW  TORE  FBAOTIGE  BEP0BT8.  497 

BoUes  agt  Doff. 

On  the  27th  day  of  May,  the  counsel  of  Duff  obtained  an 
orddr  from  the  justice  before  whom  the  motion  was  pending, 
continuing  and  adjourning  the  motion  to  the  7th  day  of 
June  (the  first  day  of  the  next  general  term)  following. 

By  this  order  either  party  had  liberty  to  notice  the  cause 
for  a  hearing  at  the  next  general  term,  and  place  the  same 
on  the  calendar,  but  all  other  proceedings  were  stayed  by 
the  order  until  the  final  decision  of  Duflfs  motion  so  con- 
tinued and  adjourned. 

On  the  same  day  (27th  of  May)  an  order  was  obtained 
from  the  same  justice  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  at  the 
opening  of  the  court  on  the  first  day  of  next  general  term 
(the  first  Monday  and  the  7th  of  June,)  ^'  why  the  default 
taken  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  20th  day  of  April  last,  at  the 
general  term  of  this  court,  should  not  be  set  aside  and 
vacated^  and  the  cause  ordered  to  be  heard  at  the  said 
general  term  in  the  regular  course  of  the  calendar,'^  &c.y 
which  order  to  show  cause,  as  appears  by  a  recital  on  its 
face,  was  granted  on  the  affidavits  and  papers  served, 
used,  and  referred  to  on  the  motion  before  the  said  justice 
on  the  order  to  show  cause  granted  by  him  on  the  26th  of 
April  last. 

The  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  was  served  with  the  orders 

of  the  27th  of  May,  and  also  with  a  notice  of  a  motion  to  be 

made  at  the  opening  of  the  court  on  the  first  day  of  the  then 

next  June  general  term,  to  set  aside  the  default  alleged  to 

have  been  taken  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  20th  day  of  April 

last,  and  also  with  notice  of  argument  of  Dufi's  motion  for 

a  new  trial  at  the  opening  of  the  general  term  on  that  day, 

which  last  mentioned  motion  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff 

declined  to  accept,  and  returned  on  the  ground  that  there 

was  no  such  motion  for  a  new  trial  then  pending ;  that 

the  same  had  been  submitted  for  decision,  by  the  order 

of  the  general  term,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1869,  of 

which  the  attorneys  of  the  defendant  Duff  had  theretofore 

had  due  notice. 
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At  the  opeDing  of  the  next  June  general  term,  on  the  7th 
of  June,  Mr.  Hall,  as  counsel  for  the  defendant  Dufi,  made 
the  motion  to  set  aside  what  was  called  the  default  of  the 
defendant  Duff,  taken  on  the  20th  of  April,  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff  appearing  and  reading  and  leaving  with  the 
court,  or  the  clerk  of  the  general  term,  a  copy  of  the 
general  term  order  of  the  20th  of  April,  an  affidavit  stating 
what  took  place  when  that  order  was  made,  substantially 
as  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  or  proceeding  have 
been  above  stated,  and  a  protest  in  writing  against  the 
court's  entertaining  the  motion  on  various  grounds,  which 
it  is  not  necessary  specially  to  refer  to. 

Subsequently,  and  on  the  10th  of  June,  the  motion  was 
decided,  and  the  next  day  the  order  dated  the  10th  of  June, 
and  called  herein-before  the  order  of  the  10th  of  June,  was 
settled  and  made. 

Subsequently,  and  on  the  14th  of  June,  the  case,  on 
defendant  Duff's  motion  for  a  new  trial,  having  been  put  on 
the  calendar,  was  called,  and  no  one  appearing  for  the  plain- 
tiff, the  order  of  the  14th  of  June  was  made. 

When  this  order  of  the  14th  of  June  was  made,  the 
justices  who  made  the  order  of  the  20th  of  April,  had  not 
decided  or  made  any  disposition  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  papers  which  had  been  submitted  to  them,  on 
making  that  order. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  Duff,  his  attorneys, 
or  counsel,  have  ever  submitted,  handed  up,  or  sent,  points 
on  the  motion  to  the  justices  last  referred  to  or  either  of 
them,  or  have  ever,  any  or  either  of  them,  expressed  or 
intimated  an  intention  or  willingnesi  to  do  so. 

The  two  justices  who,  with  the  presiding  justice,  held  the 
April  general  term  and  made  the  order  of  the  20th  of  April, 
were  other  than  the  two  who,  with  the  presiding  justice, 
had  been  assigned  to  hold  the  June  general  term,  and  held  it 
and  made  the  orders  of  the  10th  and  14th  of  June.  There 
are  other  matters  which  I  have  not  specially  referred  to  in 
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the  papers,  but  I  deem  the  parts  which  have  been  stated  all 
that  are  necessary  for  stating  and  understanding  the  grounds 
on  which  I  think  the  general  term  orders  of  the  10th  and 
14th  of  June  should  be  vacated,  which  are — 

First  It  is  impossible  to  view  the  motion  of  the  defendant 
Duff  to  vacate  and  set  aside  what,  in  the  order  of  the  10th 
June,  ^nd  the  papers  on  which  it  was  made,  is  called  a 
default  taken,  as  recognizing  on  his  part  that  his  case  and 
exceptions,  and  motion  for  a  new  trial,  had  been  submitted 
at  the  previous  April  general  term,  so  that  the  justices  who 
held  that  general  term,  and  had  the .  papers  for  decision, 
could  decide  or  make  any  disposition  of  the  case  or  motion, 
binding  on  him.  Duff. 

There  was  nothing  in  his  motion  papers  (nominally  and 
in  form  to  set  aside  a  default  taken,)  which  can  be  said  to 
have  been  stated  by  way  of  excuse  for  not  having  availed 
himself  of  the  privilege  granted  him,  and  of  which  he  had 
notice  to  submit  points,  nothing  stated  in  them  to  show, 
that  he  wanted  further  time  to  submit  points — nothing 
tending  to  show  that  there  were  circumstances  about  his 
case,  or  questions  in  it,  or  features  of  his  motion,  making  an 
oral  argument  necessary  or  advisabe,  other  than  the  mere 
statement  that  he  or  his  counsel  desired  an  oral  argument. 

It  is  palpable  that  his  motion  to  set  aside  what  was  called 
a  default  taken,  and  the  order  of  the  10th  of  June  must  be 
received  as  having  been  made  on  the  ground  that  his  default 
had  been  taken. 

Second.  His  default  had  not  been  taken.  The  papers  on 
this  motion  show  that  bis  default  had  not  been  taken,  the 
order  of  the  April  general  term  sho^s  it,  the  very  copy 
notice  annexed  to  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  order  to 
show  cause,  was  granted,  and  to  the  order  to  show  cause^ 
and  referred  to  in  them,  shows  it. 

It  is  impossible  to  call  the  proceeding  at  general  term, 
on  the  20th  of  April,  the  taking  of  a  default.  Dufi's 
default  was  not  taken.     The  attorney  and  counsel  of  the 
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plaintiff  declined  taking  his  default.  The  court  took  the 
case  for  decision ;  of  which^  and  of  his  privilege  of  sub* 
mitting  points^  Duff;  his  attorneys,  and  one  of  his  counsel, 
had  notice. 

Third.  I  think  what  took  place  when  the  case  was  called 
on  the  20th  of  April,  at  the  April  general  term,  whether  it 
be  called  a  submission  or  .not,  gave  the  justices  of  this 
court,  then  present  and  holding  the  term,  not  only  power 
to  make  a  decision  or  disposition  of  the  case  and  motion 
(until  regularly  reversed  or  set  aside,)  binding  on  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  Duff,  both,  but  also  made  it  their  duty 
to  decide  or  dispose  of  the  case  and  motion,  whether  the 
defendant  Duff  or  his  counsel  did  or  did  not  avail  himself  or 
themselves  of  the  privilege  of  submitting  points. 

Fourth.  If  these  justices  had  this  power,  and  such  duty 
was  or  had  been  imposed  upon  them,  it  is,  I  think,  impossi- 
ble to  say  that  the  general  term  that  made  the  orders  of 
the  10th  and  14tii  of  June  had  power  to  make  them ;  for 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  case  and  exceptions  when 
these  orders  were  made,  had  not  been  decided  or  disposed 
of  by  the  three  justices  who,  on  the  20th  of  April,  had 
taken  the  papers  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  and  disposing 
of  the  motion. 

The  question  of  power  is  not  a  question  as  to  the  power 
of  the  court  as  an  entity,  or  in  the  abstract. 

The  question  is  not  whether  a  general  term  of  this  court, 
held  by  justices  C.  I.,  and  S.,  has  or  has  not  the  same 
or  as  much  power  as  a  general  term  held  by  justices  C. 
and  0.  and  B.  Of  course  two  general  terms,  so  held,  may 
be  said  to  have  the  same  or  equal  power.  But  the  question 
of  power  which  arises  on  this  motion  to  vacate  the  orders 
of  the  10th  and  14th  of  June  is  as  to  the  power  of  the 
justices  or  administrators  of  the  powers  and  duties  of  this 
court,  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  official  powers, 
or  the  performance  of  the  official  duties  of  each  other, 
after  and  when  the  exercise  of  such  powers,  and  the  per- 


13EW  TORE  FBAOnCS  BEFOBTS.  5Q1 


Bolles  agt.  Doff. 


formance  of  such  duties,  have  attached  in  a  particular  case, 
and  before  the  powers  have  been  exercised,  or  the  duties 
performed. 

Of  course  there  is  no  limit  to  the  power  of  thinking. 
The  June  general  term,  that  made  the  orders  of  the  10th 
and  14th  of  June,  may  have  deemed  the  proceeding  at  the 
April  general  term,  when  the  case  was  submitted,  a  default, 
or  a  default  taken.  It  is  plain  that  the  April  general 
term  did  not  deem  it  a  default,  or  a  default  taken,  and 
that  the  defendant  Duff's  default  was  n6t,  in  fact,  taken. 
But  the  question  is  not  what  either  of  tbe  general  terms 
deemed  the  proceeding  of  the  20th  of  April. 

The  question  of  power  is,  whether  the  June  general  term 
under  the  undisputed  circumstances,  by  deeming  or  calling 
the  proceeding  of  the  20th  of  April  a  default,  or  a  default 
taken,  had  power  to  make  the  orders  of  the  10th  and  14th 
of  June  with  the  effect  (I  do  not  say  design  or  intention) 
of  relieving  the  justices  who  held  the  April  general  term  of 
the  power,  and  discharging  them  of  the  duty  of  deciding 
or  disposing  of  the  defendant  Duff's  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
when  it  must  be  presumed  it  was  being  held  under  con- 
sideration by  them. 

I  think  it  the  plain  duty  of  the  justices  who  held  the 
general  term  in  April  to  whom  the  papers  were  submitted 
and  who  made  the  order  of  the  20th  of  April,  notwith- 
standing the  orders  of  the  10th  and  14th  of  June,  to  decide 
and  dispose  of  the  defendant  Duff's  motion  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  case  and  exceptions,  and  if  the  order  of  the  14th  of 
June  is  permitted  to  stand  I  do  not  see  why  there  must  not 
be  two  general  term  orders  in  the  case  on  the  same  motion 
for  a  new  trial  inconsistent  with  each  other,  whatever  may 
be  the  decision  of  the  justices  who  made  the  order  of  the 
20th  of  April,  and  I  do  not  see  how  the  plaintiff  could  be 
relieved  or  saved  from  the  embarrassments  which  two  such 
general  term  orders  would  cause  otherwise  than  by  this 
motion  and  decision. 
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Fifth.  But  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  to  say,  that  the 
orders  of  the  10th  and  14th  of  June  were  made  without 
power.  The  general  term  of  this  court  often  vacates  and 
modifies  its  own  orders  as  inadvertently  made,  or  on  the 
ground  that  the  court  was  misled  by  a  mistake  or  misap- 
prehension as  to,  or  of,  some  material  fact  or  circumstance. 

Irrespective  of  the  question  of  power,  I  think  the  orders 
of  the  10th  and  14th  of  June  should  be  vacated,  on  the 
ground  that  we  must  or  should  presume  them  to  have  been 
made  under  a  misapprehension  of  the  proceeding  and  the 
effect  of  the  proceeding  on  the  20th  of  April,  which  po^ 
sessed  the  justices  who  then  held  the  general  ternf  of  the 
case  and  motion  of  the  defendant  Duff,  for  decision,  which 
misapprehension  we  must  and  should  further  presume  arose 
from  the  unjustifiable  misnomer  of  the  proceeding  of  the 
20th  of  April,  by  and  in  the  papers  on  which  the  order  of 
the  10th  of  June  was  granted. 

Of  course,  in  vacating  the  orders  on  this  ground,  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  if  the  same  justices  who  held  the  general 
term  when  the  orders  were  made,  had  happened  to  have 
held  the  general  term  when  this  motion  was  made,  they 
would  have  vacated  them. 

The  orders,  however,  should  be  vacated  without  costs, 
either  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  Duff,  as  against  each 
other. 

I  concur.     See  my  opinion, 

T.  W.  C. 

I  dissent.  I  agree  with  Judge  Cl£RK£  that  the  last  general 
term  had  the  power  which  it  exercised,  and  no  reason  exists 
to  vary  the  discretion  which  it  exercised. 

A.  C. 

Opinion  of  Justice  Clerke,  referred  to  in  the  foregoing 
mem.  (on  vacating  orders  of  June  10th  and  14th,  1869). 
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Clerke,  p.  J. — ^I  differ  from  Sutherland,  J.,  so  far  as  he 
denies  that  the  June  term  had  power  to  make  any  disposition 
of  the  procedure  at  the  April  term.  Whether  that  procednre 
be  called  a  submission  or  default,  I  hold  that  the  general 
term,  sitting  in  June,  were  capable  of  annulling  or  modify- 
ing it,  at  any  time  before  the  final  decision  of  the  justices 
who  sat  at  the  April  term,  on  the  papers  then  submitted  to 
them.  As  I  said  in  my  dissenting  opinion  on  the  motion 
at  the  June  term,  I  considered  it  exceedingly  inexpedient 
to  interfere  with  the  action  of  the  April  term;  but,  I  did 
admit  that  the  justices  composing  the  June  term  had  the 
power  to  do  so.  But,  the  same  power,  which  they  exercised 
in  relation  to  the  action  of  the  April  term,  the  justices 
composing  the  November  term  possess  in  relation  to  the 
action  of  the  June  term ;  and,  as  I  still  consider  the  former 
an  inexpedient,  if  not  irregular  exercise  of  power,  and  as  it 
was  plainly  a  default  caused  by  the  misapprehension  or 
error  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  I  think  in  so  important  a 
matter,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of 
bemg  heard.  I,  therefore,  concur  with  Sutherland,  J., 
in  the  conclusion  at  which  he  has  arrived,  irrespective  of 
the  question  of  power. 

T.  W.  C. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Jesse  N.    Bolles,  receiver,  Ac,  agt.    John   A.  Duff, 

and  others. 

This  coart  is  not  aathoriEed  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  at  general  term,  od 
a  cane  or  exceptions,  where  the  decision  of  the  coart  filed  nnder  $  267  of  the 
Code,  does  not  aathorize  final  Judgment  bat  directs  proceedings  before  a  referee 
or  otherwise,  ander  the  amendment  of  $  268  in  1867,  where  the  interlooatory 
decision  or  judgment  w€u  nuide  before  the  amauimmL 

General  term^  Aprils  1869. 

Present — Clbeke,  P.  J".,  Ingraham^  and  Suthebland, 
J.  J. 

Sutherland,  J. — ^When  this  case  was  called  at  the  last 
April  general  term,  upon  the  plaintiff's  appearing  and  an- 
swering, by  his  attorney  and  counsel,  Mr.  Thayer,  and  upon 
no  one  appearing  or  answering  for  the  defendant  Duff,  and 
upon  Mr.  Thayer's  expression  of  a  disinclination  to  take  the 
defendant  Duff's  default,  and  asking  the  court  to  permit 
him  to  submit  his  printed  points,  with  copies  of  the  case 
and  other  papers,  with  permission  for  the  attorneys  or 
counsel  of  the  defendant  Duff  also  to  submit  printed  points, 
with  such  other  papers  as  they  might  wish  to  submit,  the 
court  permitted  Mr.  Thayer  to  do  so,  and  directed  him  to 
give  notice  to  the  attorneys  or  counsel  of  the  defendant 
Duff  of  such  submission  and  permission.  Soon  after  we 
were  furnished  with  proof  that  written  notice  of  such  sub- 
mission and  permission  had  been  given  a  day  or  two  after 
such  submission,  to  the  defendant  Dufij  to  his  attorneys,  and 
to  Mr.  Graham,  as  his  counsel. 

So  far  as  I  am  informed,  no  points  or  other  papers  in  this 
case  were  submitted  or  handed  up  for  or  on  behalf  of  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  gQS 

BoUes  agt.  DnC 

defendant  Duff  before  the  adjournment  of  the  general  term, 
nor  so  far  as  I  am  informed^  has  or  have  the  defendant  Duff^ 
his  attorneys,  or  counsel,  ever  in  any  way  availed  himself  or 
themselves  of  the  permission  or  privilege  thus  given  by  the 
court,  of  which  it  seems  they  had  notice. 

If  the  views  presently  to  be  expressed,  as  to  our  proper 
disposition  of  this  case,  are  correct  and  should  be  concurred 
in  by  my  associates,  as  it  is  to  be  presumed,  if  any  points 
had  been  submitted  for  the  defendant  Duff,  that  like  chose 
of  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  they  would  have  been  on  the 
merits,  and  confined  to  the  merits,  it  is  gratifying  to  see  that 
the  defendant  Duff  cannot  possibly  suffer  from  this  seeming 
disregard  of  the  courtesy  of  the  court.   ' 

Upon  looking  into  the  papers  submitted,  it  appears  that 
this  is  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  by  the  defendant  Dufi, 
under  §  268  of  the  Code,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  April 
25,  1867. 

By  this  act,  the  first  paragraph  of  ^  268  was  amended  so 
as  to  allow  and  provide,  for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  at 
general  term,  on  a  case  or  exceptions,  where  the  decision 
of  the  court  filed  under  §  267  does  not  authorize  final  judg- 
ment, but  directs  further  proceedings  before  a  referee  or 
otherwise — that  is,  by  the  act  of  1867,  section  268  was  so 
amended  as  substantialy  and  in  effect  to  allow  an  appeal 
before  final  judgment  directly  to  the  general  term  from  an 
interlocutory  decision  or  judgment  directing  an  accounting 
or  further  proceedings  before  final  judgment. 

It  further  appears  from  the  papers  submitted,  that  this 
action  was  tried  before  Judge  Potter  at  special  term,  and 
that  an  interlocutory  decision  or  decree  was  made  by  him 
in  it,  on  the  29th  day  of  June,  1866,  by  which  the  defend- 
ant, Dufi,  was  decided  and  declared  to  be  a  mortgagee  and 
trustee  in  possession  of  certain  pioperty  and  liable  to 
account,  &c.,  and  by  which  a  reference  was  made  to  a 
referee  named,  to  take  and  state  the  account,  upon  certain 
principles  stated,  and  by  which  the  question  of  costs,  and 
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all  questions,  except  those  settled  by  the  interlocutorj 
decision,  were  reserved;  until  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's 
report. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  referee  has  ever  reported,  or 
that  there  has  yet  been  any  final  judgment  in  the  action, 
and  the  presumption  is  that  the  accounting  is  now  going  on 
before  the  referee  named,  or  some  other  referee. 

Now,  it  is  not  necessary  to  cite  cases  to  sbow,  that  before 
this  amendment  of  section  268,  in  April,  1867,  that  no  such 
motion  as  this  was  provided  by  law,  or  could  be  made;  that 
there  was  no  practice,  provision  of  the  Code,  or  principle  of 
law,  allowing  it. 

I  think  it  may  be  said  that  our  authority  to  decide  the 
motion  on  the  merits  must  rest  soley  on  this  amendment. 

The  question  is  then,  whether  this  amendment  in  April, 
L867,  can  have  or  should  be  regarded  as  having  a  quasi  ex 
post  facto  operation,  and  give  the  right  to  make  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  allowed  by  the  amendment,  when,  as  in  this 
case,  the  interlocutory  decision  or  judgment  was  made  nearly 
a  year  before  the  amendment. 

Upon  general  principles,  it  would  seem,  that  the  amend- 
ment ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  affecting  the  rights  of 
parties  attached,  and  as  they  had  attached,  or  were  fixed, 
prior  to  the  amendment. 

It  would  seem  to  be  clear  from  the  People  agt.  Camalj  (6 
Nj  T.y  463,)  Ely  agt.  Holton^  and  Humphrey  agt.  Parson^ 
considered  and  decided  together  (16  N.  F.,  595,)  that  the 
interlocutory  decision  or  judgment  in  this  case  can  be 
reviewed  only  in  the  manner  prescribed  and  allowed  by  the 
law  as  it  was  when  the  interlocutory  decision  or  judgment 
was  made. 

It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff 
submitted  the  papers  without  taking  the  objection.  His 
consent  cannot  give  the  general  term  the  power  or  right  to 
review  the  interlocutory  decision  in  a  way  not  allowed  by 
law  when  the  decision  was  made.     I  think  it  is  a  question 
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of  power,  of  jurisdiction,  to  review  the  interlocutory 
decision  in  the  way  it  is  sought  to  be  reviewed  by  this 
motion. 

Beebe  agt.  Griffingy  (6  N,  T.-  465)  was  submitted  on  printed 
arguments,  and  no  objection  was  taken  to  the  appeal  by  the 
respondents;  but  the  court  dismissed  the  appeal,  holding 
that  they  had  no  authority  to  review  the  intermediate  order 
in  that  stage  of  the  case. 

But,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  in  this  case 
that  we  have  not  power  or  jurisdiction  to  examine  and  decide 
this  motion  on  the  merits. 

The  practice  was  perfectly  settled  by  repeated  decisions 
before  the  amendment  referred  to,  that  the  general  term 
would  not,  irrespective  of  the  consent  or  wishes  of  counsel, 
hear  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  decision  or  judgment, 
providing  for  an  accounting,  or  other  further  proceedings, 
before  final  judgment.  That  the  court  would  protect  itself 
from  being  placed  in  a  position  of  liability  of  being  com- 
pelled to  hear  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  judgment 
and  a  final  judgment,  both  in  the  same  action. 

I  have  omitted  to  state  that  it  appears  from  the  papers 
submitted,  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Duff,  both 
noticed  the  motion  for  argument  on  the  case  and  exceptions 
ai  the  April  general  term. 

The  motion  should  be  denied,  and  the  case  and  exceptions 
be  dismissed  without  costs  to  either  party,  on  the  ground 
that  the  amendment  which  has  been  referred  to  does  not 
apply  to  the  case,  nor  authorize  this  motion,  without  con- 
sidering whether  the  interlocutory  decision  or  decree  in  the 
case  was  or  was  not  erroneous,  a  question  which  I  have  not 
at  all  looked  into. 
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Where  u  oanse  is  argued  in  this  court  before  (hint  of  the  jnatioes,  it  may  be  properly 
decided  by  two  of  the  Justices,  wUAotU  confutation  ititk  tkt  tkird. 

The  statute  (2  B.  S.,  355,  $  it^t)  which  pioyides  that  whenever  any  power, 
authority  or  duty  is  confided  by  Uw  to  three  or  more  persons,  and  wheneyer 
three  or  more  persons  or  officers  are  authorized  or  required  by  law  to  perform 
^*iy  act,  such  act  may  be  done,  and  such  power,  authority  or  duty  may  be 
exercised  and  pertbrmed  by  a  nuijorUy  of  such  persons  or  officers,  upon  a  wnOxng 
of  all  ike  pertoHM  or  offioera  to  iiUnuied  or  empowered^  laUett  special  provision  i$ 
otkenoim  made^  does  not  apply  to  judicial  officers. 

But  this  statute  applies  to  gwuijvdieiial  and  minitterial  officers — such  as  arbitrators ; 
overseen  of  the  poor ;  commissioners  to  make  distribution  of  railroad  stock ; 
trustees  to  apportion  school  tax ;   commissioners  of  highways ;  a  mixed  com 
mission,  composed  of  supervisors  and  the|  judges  of  two  distinct  courts,  for  the 
purpose  of  appointing  a  commissioner  of  jurors,  dtc 

Genercd  Term^  DecembeTy  1869. 

Before  Justices  Monell,  McCunn,  and  Fithian. 

Motion  made  at  general  term  to  set  aside  an  order  made 
at  a  previous  general  term  reversing  a  judgment  entered 
upon  a  report  of  a  referee. 

Chables  M.  Da  Costa,  far  the  motion. 
Trrus  B.  Eldbidge,  opposed. 

By  the  courts  Monell,  J. — ^In  this  case  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  had  been  argued  before  a  general  term  of  the 
court,  composed  of  three  of  its  justices.  Subsequently, 
upon  a  concurrence  of  two  of  the  justices,  a  decision  was 
filed  and  an  order  entered  reversing  the  judgment. 

A  motion  is  now  made  to  set  aside  the  order,  and  for  a 
reargument  of  the  appeal,  founded  on  the  fact,  as  stated  in 
the  certificate  of  one  of  the  justices,  to  the  efifect,  that  such 
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decision  was  rendered  without  consultation  or  conference 
with  him,  there  not  having  been  any  meetings  appointed  of 
held  by  the  three  justices  to  consult  and  confer  upon  the 
decision. 

It  has  long  been  a  provision  of  law  (2  JR.  8*y  666  Sec.^ 
21  j)  that  whenever  any  power,  authority,  or  duty  is  con- 
fided by  law  to  three  or  more  persons,  and  whenever  three 
or  more  persons  or  officers  are  authorized  or  required  by 
law  to  perform  any  act,  such  act  may  be  done,  and  such 
power,  authority,  or  duty  may  be  exercised  and  performed 
by  a  majority  of  such  persons  or  officers  upon  a  meeting  of 
aU  the  persons  or  officers  so  entrusted  or  empowered^  unless 
special  provision  is  otherwise  made.  This  provision  is  found 
under  the  title  of  ^^  general  miscellaneous  provisions  con- 
cerning suits  and  proceedings  in  civil  cases.'' 

The  language  of  the  statute,  it  would  seem,  is  sufficiently 
broad  to  comprehend  all  officers — judicial  as  well  as  min- 
isterial. In  respect  to  such  persons  or  officers— -as  it  was 
intended  the  statute  should  include — ^all  of  them  must  meet 
and  confer,  and  the  action  of  a  number  less  than  the  whole, 
although  a  majority,  is  void. 

Before  the  statute,  the  rule  was  stated  to  be,  that  where 
several  persons  constitute  a  judicial  body,  a  tribunal 
appointed  by  law  to  act  in  matters  of  public  concern,  in  the 
decision  of  controversies  and  causes,  they  must  all  convene 
and  act.  Where  so  convened  and  acting,  a  majority  may 
decide,  notwithstanding  the  express  dissent  of  the  minority. 
{Ex  parte,  Rogers,  7  Cowen,  526).  The  rule,  however, 
was  confined  to  officers  or  persons  clothed  with  authority  to 
perform  or  discharge  a  public  duty.  In  cases  of  private 
arbitration,  and  matters  of  a  private  nature,  it  was  required 
that  the  whole  body  should  be  unanimous.  The  statute 
referred  to  merely  enacts  the  rule  thus  laid  down. 

This  statute  has  frequently  been  applied  to  quasi  judicial 
officers,  and  it  is  uniformly  held  that  aJl  must  be  present  to 
confer. 
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In  Crreen  agt.  MiUer,  (6  Johnh  R.j  39,)  there  was  a  parol 
submission  to  five  arbitrators;  four  only  signed  the  award^ 
and  it  was  held  all  must  concur. 

That  decision  was  before  the  statute  (2  R.  S.^  642,  Sec,  7). 

In  Downing  agt.  RugaVy  (21  Wend.j  178,)  one  overseer 
of  the  poor  applied  for  a  warrant,  and  it  did  not  appear 
there  were  two  overseers,  although  the  statute  required 
two  to  be  elected.  Cowen,  J.,  says :  "  The  rule  seems  to 
be  well  established  that  in  the  exercise  of  a  public,  as  well 
as  private,  authority,  whether  it  be  ministerial  or  judicudy 
all  the  persons  to  whom  it  is  committed  must  confer  and  act 
together,  unless  there  be  a  provision  that  a  less  number 
may  proceed. 

In  Crodker  agt.  WiUiamSy  (21  Wend.^  211,)  four  out  of 
fifteen  commissioners  to  receive  subscriptions  to,  and  make 
distribution  of,  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad  company,  did 
not  attend  the  meeting  of  the  commissioners.  The  court 
held,  that  the  distribution  of  the  stock  was  h  judicial  power ^ 
vested  in  all  the  commissioners,  and  that  where  a  statute 
constitutes  a  board  of  commissioners,  or  other  officers,  to 
decide  any  matter,  but  makes  no  provision  that  a  majority 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  all  must  be  present  to  hear  and 
consult,  though  a  majority  may  then  decide. 

An  apportionment  of  a  school-tax  made  by  two  trustees, 
the  third  not  being  consulted,  was  held  to  be  void,  {Lee  agt. 
Parry ^  4  Denio.,  1 25) ;  and  in  Keeler  agt.  Frosty  (22  Barb., 
400),  an  assessment  of  a  school-tax  made  by  two  trustees 
was  carried  to  the  third  trustee,  who  signed  it.  Yet  the 
court  held  it  to  be  void,  using  this  strong  language :  "  It 
is  expressly  shown  that  Worden  did  not  meet  with  the 
other  two  trustees,  when  the  assessment  was  made,  nor  was 
he  notified  of  their  meeting  for  that  purpose.  The  fact,  if 
admitted,  that  he  signed  the  warrant,  does  not  relieve  the 
case  in  any  respect.  The  statute  and  common  law  both 
require  the  apportionment  to  be  made  upon  the  joint  con- 
sultation of  all  the  trustees,  and  not  that  the  warrant  shall  be 
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signed  by  all."  The  same  interpretation  of  the  statute  if 
made  in  Horton  agt.  Garrison^  (23  JBarb.^  176),  with  thip 
qualification :  that  if  all  the  officers  are  notified  to  meet, 
and  any  refuse  or  neglect  to  attend^  it  is  the  same  as  if 
they  had  attended  and  dissented  from  the  majority.  SO; 
an  order  laying  out  a  highway,  signed  by  only  two  com- 
missioners^ was  held  to  be  void^  it  not  appearing  that  the 
third  commissioner  met  with  them,  or  was  notified^  and 
failed  to  attend.     {Stewart  agt.  WaUiSj  30  Barb.j  344). 

In  all  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred^  the  officers  were 
merely  ^Mo^i  judicial  officers.  They  were  clothed  with  cer- 
tain discretionary  powers,  and  could  exercise  certain  judicial 
functions,  but  were  not  what  are  denominated  judges,  who 
have  power  to  make  decisions  and  determinations  in  causes 
and  controversies  between  parties.  Yet  the  principle  of 
the  rule  of  the  common  law,  as  well  as  the  statute,  would 
seem  to  be  applicable  to  the  latter  class.  The  reason  which 
suggested  the  adopcion  of  the  rule  and  the  enactment  of  the 
statute,  applies  with  equal  force  to  each  class ;  and  parties 
have  quite  as  much,  and  even  more,  interest  in  having  their 
controversies  settled  by  the  united  wisdom  of  all  the  judges 
before  whom  theii  controversies  are  brought,  as  individuals 
have  in  matters  appertaining  to  the  administration  of  the 
afiairs  of  towns  or  counties. 

Nevertheless,  I  have  not  been  able  to  satisfy  myself  that 
the  statute  referred  to  was  designed  to  include  strictly 
judicial  officers  as  distinguished  from  mere  qtmsi  judicial 
officers,  to  whom  certain  functions  and  powers  are  given 
expressly  and  by  name,  by  statute.  The  language  of  the 
statute  referred  to — '^whenever  three  or  more  persons  or 
officers  are  authorized,  Ac." — would  seem  to  imply  that  it 
was  intended  to  confine  its  effect  to  persons  or  officers 
designated  by  statute,  and  who  are  required  by  statute  to 
perform  certain  acts  which,  although  sometimes  of  a  semi- 
judicial  character,  are  chiefly  ministerial. 

To  apply  the  statute  to  strictly  judicial  officers  would 
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inevitably  lead  to  widediffierences  of  opinion  in  determining 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  as  to  what  would  constitute  a 
meeting  of  all  the  judges  who  had  sat  at  the  hearing  of 
a  cause. 

This  view  of  the  statute  was  taken  in  the  case  of  The 
People  ex  rel.^  Hawes  agt.  Walker^  (23  Barb.j  304,)  where 
a  distinction  is  drawn  between  officers  or  persons  upon 
whom  a  public  authority  is  conferred  and  the  members  of 
a  court  of  justice.  In  that  case^  three  distinct  bodies,  $.  e,y 
the  supervisors  ot  New  York,  the  judges  of  the  superior 
court,  and  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  were  constituted 
by  law  a  commission,  vsrith  power  to  appoint  a  commissioner 
of  jurors;  and  it  was  held,  in  a  decision  made  at  special 
term,  that  after  notice  to  all  the  members  of  such  bodies, 
a  majority  of  the  whole  number  constituted  a  quorum  and 
could  act  The  learned  justice  says:  ^*That  where  a 
public  authority  is  conferred  on  individuals  {not  on  a  court) 
who  are  to  act  judicially,  all  must  confer  together."  •  •  • 
No  reason,  however,  was  assigned  for  excluding  courts  from 
the  operation  of  the  rule. 

The  case  of  Coming  agt.  Slossonj  (16  N.  T.  JS.,  294,) 
contains  a  dictum  which  should  be  constantly  remembered 
by  all  judicial  officers,  An  appeal  had  been  heard  by  three 
justices  of  the  supreme  court.  Subsequently  a  decision 
was  rendered  by  a  court  composed  of  two  of  the  justices 
who  had  heard  the  appeal,  and  another  judge,  who  did  not 
hear  the  argument.  The  case  turned  upon  the  construction 
of  section  2  of  2  B,  S,,  275,  prohibiting  any  judge  from 
deciding  or  taking  part  in  a  decision  of  a  question  which 
shall  have  been  argued  in  the  court  when  he  was  not  present 
and  sittiny  therein  as  a  judge*  The  court  of  appeals  held 
that  the  court  was  properly  constituted:  that  it  would 
presume  that  the  judges  who  heard  the  argument  had  agreed 
to  the  decision,  and  it  was  proper  for  the  two  who  sat  and 
who  had  heard  the  appeal  to  render  the  decision,  the  ottier 
judge,  who  had  not  heard  the  appeal;  taking  no  part  in  the 
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decision,  and  sitting  merely  as  one  of  the  three  necessary  to 
constitute  the  court. 

But  the  court  uses  this  significant  language :  ^'  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  three  judges  who  heard  the  argument  to 
consult  together  in  relation  to  the  decision  of  the  question 
involved  in  the  motion,  in  order  that  each  might  have  the 
benefit  of  the  views  of  his  brethren  to  aid  him  in  arriving  at 
a  proper  conclusion,  and  doubtless  such  consultation  was 
had ;  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  they  discharged  their  duty 
in  that  respect^' 

The  difierence  in  the  constitution  of  the  general  terms  of 
the  supreme  court  and  of  this  court,  the  former  requiring 
three  judges  {Const,  Art,^  6,  8ec.j  6)  and  two  being  sufficient 
in  this  court  (Code^  8ee.j  36,)  does  not  afiect  the  question* 
If  more  than  two  judges  sit,  a  concurrence  of  a  majority  is 
necessary  to  a  valid  decision ;  and  the  rule  of  the  common 
law  and  of  the  statute,  which  requires  that  all  who  sat  at 
the  hearing  shall  meet  and  confer,  is  alike  applicable  to  a 
court  composed  of  two  as  of  a  court  of  any  greater  number 
of  judges. 

It  cannot,  I  think,  be  doubted  that  the  practical  efiect 
of  consultations  and  conferences  in  relation  to  questions 
which  a  court  is  called  on  to  decide,  is  both  useful  to  the 
court  and  beneficial  to  the  parties.  It  must  be  within  the 
experience  of  every  member  of  the  judiciary,  who  has 
occupied  a  seat  for  a  few  years  upon  the  bench,  that  views 
have  been  shaken  and  opinions  changed  at  consultation 
meetings.  A  fact  which  has  been  bverlooked,  or  not  ap- 
preciated, may  change  a  theory  or  shed  new  and  difierent 
light  on  the  case.  The  investigations  of  one  judge,  more 
diligent  than  his  associates,  may  discover  a  leading  case  or  a 
new  statute,  the  discussion  of  which  may  reverse  opinions 
previously  formed;  and  generally,  more  enlarged  and 
enlightened  views  are  sure  to  be  obtained  and  expressed. 

In  the  doubt  however,  which  we  entertain  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  statute  to  judges  of  courts,  we  are  not  prepared 
y OL.  yXXYIIL  83 


514        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Parrott  agt,  KnickerbociLer  lee  Co. 

to  hold,  that  for  the  reason  assigned  in  the  moving  papers, 
the  decision  of  the  appeal  by  two  of  the  justices  who  heard 
it,  and  which  was  made  without  consultation  with  their 
associate,  should  be  regarded  as  irregular,  or  of  no  efiect. 
But  as  the  order  entered  upon  such  decision,  which  merely 
reverses  the  judgment,  without  ordering  a  new  trial,  i9 
irregular,  we  will  set  it  aside,  and  leave  the  case  in  the  bands 
of  the  justices  who  composed  the  court  when  it  was  heard, 
as  undecided. 
Justices  McCuNN  and  Fithian  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Ijs  the  Mattes  of  the  Application  of  the  Tax  patebs  of 
THE  Town  of  Greene  fob  a  Wbxt  of  Cebtiobabi^  &c. 


'Where  a  petition  and  application  to  a  ooontj  Jadge,  under  the  act  of  1869,  for  the 
pnrpose  of  bonding  a  town  for  a  certain  earn,  to  aid  in  the  constraction  of  a  rail- 
road, pnrportB  to  he  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  the  town,  whose 
names  appeared  on  the  last^  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment  roll  of  said  town,  in 
pnrsnanoe  of  the  provisions  of  said  act,  no  tax  payer,  thus  consenting,  by  his 
signatnre,  to  the  object  of  the  application,  after  a  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  can 
eTor  wiMraw  mc4  oomoiL 


Supreme  Courtj  Special  Term,  ChenangOy  Feb.  25th  1870. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  the  tax  payers  of  the 
town  of  Greene,  Chenango  County,  under  chapter  907  of  the 
Laws  of  1869,  to  issue  bonds  in  aid  of  the  Greene  Rail  Road 
Company. 

Motion  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings 
of  the  county  judge  of  Chenango  county,  authorizing  the 
issuing  of  bonds  by  the  town  of  Greene,  to  be  invested  in 
the  Greene  rail  road  company.  The  same  came  up  on  an 
order  to  show  cause  why  such  writ  should  not  issue. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  county  judge  as 
follows : 

H.  G.  Pbindle,  County  Judge. — ^This  was  an  application 
to  the  county  judge,  on  the  part  of  the  tax  payers  of  the 
town  of  Greene,  with  a  view  of  bonding  the  town  for 
$198,700,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Greene  rail 
road  company,  pursuant  to  chapter  907  of  the  Laws  of 
1869.  The  petition  dated  October,  1869,  was  presented 
to  the  county  judge  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1869,  and 
purported  to  contain  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers,  whose 
names  appeared  on  the  last  preceding  tax  liat  or  assessment 
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roll  of  said  town,  as  owning  or  representing  a  majority  of 
the  taxable  property  of  said  town^  and  was  verified  by  five 
of  the  petitioners;  an  order  was  made  for  the  publication  of 
the  notice  of  hearing  as  required  by  the  first  section  of  said 
act,  which  notice  was  duly  published. 

The  hearing  commenced  on  the  23d  day  of  November, 
1869,  and  consumed  a  week;  A  mass  of  testimony  waa 
given  and  a  variety  of  questions  were  raised  and  disposed  of, 
with  the  exception  of  the  question  as  to  the  right  of  a 
petitioner  to  appear  upon  the  hearing  and  withdraw  from 
the  petition  or  revoke  his  consent.  It  is  conceded  by  the 
counsel  of  the  respective  parties,  that  if  the  petitioners  havr 
this  right,  this  application  must  be  danied,  as  a  sufficient 
number  of  the  persons  who  had  signed  the  petition  originaUy, 
appeared  at  different  times  during  the  hearing,  claiming  the 
right  to  revoke  and  withdraw  their  consent,  to  defeat  the 
application,  ^though  a  large  number  appeared  on  the  hear- 
ing and  were  allowed  to  unite  in  the  petition  pursuant  to 
the  second  section  of  said  act  I  shall  therefore,  confine 
myself  mainly  to  the  consideration  of  this  question. 

The  law  of  1869,  under  which  these  proceedings  are 
instituted  provides  an  entirely  new  method  of  ascertaining 
and  determining  whether  the  requisite  number  of  tax  payers 
have  given  their  consent  to  bond  a  town  in  favor  of  pro- 
tected rail  roads  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  adjudications 
under  this  statute.  It  was  substantially  conceded  on  the 
argument  by  the  counsel  for  the  contestants,  that  under  the 
difflerent  acts  heretofore  passed  by  the  legislature  authorizing 
towns  to  bond  in  favor  of  rail  roads,  consents  when  once 
fairly  obtained,  could  not  be  revoked.  I  do  not  find  any 
reported  case  where  the  question  has  been  distinctly  settled; 
although  Judge  Pobteb  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  the  case  of  the  Peopk  agt.  Mitchell^  (36  JV.  F., 
656,)  says.  ^^Such  a  submission  was  a  ready  and  con- 
venient form  of  taking  a  popular  vote  where  the  ballot 
would  be  inappropriate,  as  a  mere  numerical  majority  would 


NEW  YOBK  PBACnOE  BEPOBTa  5X7 

liattor  of  Tax  Paycn  of  Tow«  of  Orteno. 

not  suffice  unless  it  represented  also  a  majoritj  interest  in 
the  assessment  roll."  The  counsel  for  the  petitioners^  on 
the  argument  presented  the  manuscript  opinion  of  justice 
Gould,  made  in  1859^  in  the  case  of  Mann  agt  Westaver 
and  oiherSj  under  laws  of  1866-7,  in  regard  to  bonding 
towns  in  aid  of  the  Albany  and  Susquehanna  rail  road,  in 
which  the  learned  justice  says:  ^'I  am  further  entirely 
unable  to  see  that  any  person  who  had  once  signed  his  name 
to  a  written  consent  unconditionally;  was  by  either  law 
allowed  to  change  his  action  or  in  any  way  retract  it.  The 
law  presumed  he  would  not  write  his  consent  unless  he 
meant  that  he  consented]  and  it  made  no  prorision  for  his 
changing  his  mind  whether  within  one  day  or  one  year." 
I  think  the  opinion  of  Justice  Gouu)  has  been  conceded 
to  be  correct  by  the  best  legal  minds  in  the  state,  and  has 
been  acquiesced  in  by  the  profession  generally. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  counsel  opposed  to  this  application 
that  the  act  under  which  these  proceedings  were  instituted 
and  the  mode  of  determining  the  question,  whether  a 
majority  of  tax  payers  have  consented  to  bonding  or  not, 
have  so  changed  the  law  and  the  rights  of  petitioners,  that 
conceding  that  under  previous  laws  a  person  could  not 
revoke  his  consent  under  the  act  in  question  he  has  that 
right.  It  becomes  important  to  examine  this  law  in  order 
to  determine  whether  there  has  been  any  change  effected  by 
it.  The  second  section  of  said  act  provides:  ^'It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  said  judge  at  the  time  and  place  named  in  the 
said  notice  to  proceed  to  take  proof  as  to  the  said  allegations 
in  said  petition ;  and  if  it  shall  appear  satisfactorily  to  him 
that  the  said  petitioner  or  the  said  petitioners  and  such  other 
tax  payers  of  said  town  as  may  then  and  there  appear  before 
him,  and  express  a  desire  to  join  as  petitioners  in  said 
petition,  do  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  said 
municipial  corporation,  as  shown  by  the  last  preceding  tax 
list  or  assessment  roll,  and  do  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax- 
able property  upon  said  list  or  roil,  he  shall  so  adjudge  and 
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determine  and  cause  the  same  to  be  entered  of  record.  And 
such  judgment  and  the  record  thereof  shall  hare  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  other  judgments  and  records  in  courts  of 
record  of  this  state." 

Under  previous  laws  allowing  towns  to  bond  in  favor  of 
rail  roads,  provision  was  made  for  ascertaining  and  proving 
whether  the  requisite  number  of  tax  payers  had  consented 
to  bond  iy  affidavits^  and  the  proof  was  entirely  ex  parte. 
The  parties  interested  had  no  opportunity  of  being  heard  or 
contesting  the  question  as  to  whether  the  requisite  majority 
had  actually  consented.  In  many  instances  the  names  of 
tax  payers  appeared  as  consenting,  not  in  the  hand  writing 
of  the  party,  and  no  opportunity  was  ^ven  to  ascertain 
whether  the  signing  was  duly  authorized  or  not.  This  led 
to  confusion  and  litigation  and  a  feeling  of  insecurity  in 
regard  to  the  validity  of  the  bonds  issued  and  in  many  in- 
stances prevented  their  sale,  except  at  a  ruinous  discount. 
This  had  a  tendency  to  defeat  the  objects  of  the  law,  and 
deprived  the  people  of  the  benefits  and  advantages  which 
they  would  otherwise  have  derived  from  giving  aid  to  these 
public  enterprises.  The  legislature  undoubtedly  intended 
by  this  act  to  remedy  these  evils,  by  giving  all  parties  in- 
terested an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  the  right  to  contest 
these  questions  before  the  county  judge  after  due  notice, 
and  giving  to  his  decision  all  the  effect  and  authority  of  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  Has  the  right  of  a  person 
to  withdraw  his  consent  when  once  fairly  obtained,  been 
effected  by  this  act  f  This  law  simply  changes  the  mode  of 
ascertaining  whether  or  not  the  requisite  number  of  persons 
have  given  their  consent  to  bond.  I  am  unable  to  see  how 
under  this  law  a  party  has  any  better  claim  to  revoke  his 
consent  than  he  had  under  previous  acts.  Most  clearly,  no 
authority  is  directly  given  by  the  law  itself,  and  I  think, 
none  can  be  inferred  from  the  language  used  or  the  nature 
of  the  proceedings.  Satisfactory  proof  (which  of  course, 
means  sufBicient  legal  evidence,)  that  the  persons  whose 
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names  purport  to  be  signed  to  the  petition^  were  signed  by 
them  or  by  their  aathority  must  be  made^  and  if  ^^  stich 
petitioners?^  and  others  uniting  in  the  petition  on  the  hearing, 
do  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  said  town  as 
shown  by  the  last  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment  roll,  and 
do  represent  a  majority  of  the  taxable  property  upon  such 
list  or  roll,  the  county  judge  is  to  adjudge  and  determine 
the  fact,  and  cause  the  same  to  be  entered  of  record  and 
proceed  to  appoint  commissioners.  Upon  such  hearing  if 
signatures  to  the  petition  were  fraudulently  obtained,  and 
that  fact  was  sufficiently  established  by  the  evidence,  it 
would  perhaps,  be  the  duty  of  the  county  judge  to  exclude 
such  names  as  petitioners  in  making  up  his  determination 
and  judgment ;  upon  the  principle  that  fraud  vitiates  all 
contracts.  Yet,  there  may  be  room  for  argument  as  to  this 
right  if  the  signing  of  the  petition  is  to  be  regarded  in  the 
same  light  as  a  vote  by  ballot.  But  where  there  is  no  fraud 
in  the  case,  and  a  person  freely  and  voluntarily  gives  his 
consent  to  bind  the  town,  by  deliberately  signing  his  name 
to  a  petition  clearly  setting  forth  all  the  facts,  I  do  not  see 
upon  any  principle  of  law  or  equity  why  he  should  have  the 
power  of  revocation  or  retraction.  I  think  that  nothing 
short  of  an  express  provision  in  the  law  itself,  could  upon 
any  principle  of  reasoning,  give  him  the  right  to  thus  nullify 
what  he  had  done. 

The  signing  of  the  petition  is  the  same  in  principle  as 
subscribing  to  the  stock  of  a  rail  road,  each  petitioner  in 
effect  becomes  interested  as  a  stock  holder,  and  it  is  well 
settled  that  subscribers  for  stock  cannot  veithdraw  their  sub- 
scriptions  when  once  made,  even  though  they  were  made 
before  the  incorporation  of  the  company.  {Lake  OniariOy 
Auburn  and  New  York  JS.  JS.  Co.,  agt.  Mason^  16  N.  F., 
451). 

It  would  most  clearly  be  unjust  to  the  other  petitioners 
to  allow  parties  to  withdraw  upon  the  hearing,  after  the 
expense  of  instituting  the  proceedings  before  the  county 
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judge  had  been  incurred,  relying  upon  their  good  faith,  and 
believing  that  they  intended  by  the  act  of  deliberately 
signing  the  petition,  what  upon  'every  principle  of  con 
struction,  the  law  would  hold  as  binding  and  conclusive 
upon  them.  The  county  judge  might  with  the  same  pro- 
priety and  be  supported  substantially  by  the  same  reasoning^ 
allow  petitioners  to  revoke  and  withdraw  their  consents 
after  the  determination  before  him,  (and  before  any  com- 
missioners had  been  appointed  or  bonds  issued,)  if  the  act  of 
signing  has  no  binding  force  or  effect  It  would  be  most 
difficult  to  limit  the  exercise  of  this  right  when  once  it  is 
conceded  to  exist. 

The  proceeding  before  the  county  judge,  in  case  the 
petitioners  had  the  right  to  withdraw  their  consent  at  any 
time  before  the  hearing  closed,  would  scarcely  attain  the 
dignity  of  a  political  caucus,  as  the  vote  when  once  deposited 
upon  such  occasions,  cannot  be  withdrawn ;  but  must  be 
counted  for  one  candidate  or  the  other.  If  a  petitioner  has 
the  right  to  have  his  name  stricken  from  the  petition  at  any 
time  during  the  hearing,  he  would  most  clearly  have  the 
right  to  change  his  mind  and  sign  again  before  the  hearing 
closed,  and  thus  have  his  name  erased  and  reinstated  as  many 
times  during  the  hearing  as  he  might  be  convinced  by  the 
one  party  or  the  other  of  his  error  of  action.  It  is  very 
easy  to  discover  how,  in  a  town  with  a  population  as  large 
as  the  town  of  Greene,  with  a  large  number  of  tax  payers, 
honest  men,  who  desire  to  do  in  the  premises  what  would 
be  for  the  interest  of  the  town,  but  influenced  in  their  judg- 
ment and  action  by  the  arguments  and  opinions  of  their 
fello.w  townsmen,  might  be  thus  operated  upon  by  the 
friends  and  opponents  of  the  project  and  be  led  honestly  to 
change  their  minds  in  regard  to  the  propriety  of  aiding  the 
rail  road ;  and  success  would  be  apt  to  attend  the  efforts  of 
the  party  which  was  the  most  vigilant  and  fertile  in  their 
powers  of  persuasion,  and  thus  the  desire  of  success  would 
be  the  most  absorbing  question^  while  the  real  interests  of 
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the  towQ,  might  be  entirely  lost  sight  of.  It  was  undoubt- 
edly the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  prorision  for 
obtaining  the  sentiment  of  a  majority  of  the  persons  in  a 
town  who  must  bear  the  burdens  of  taxation,  and  provisions 
have  been  made  for  obtaining  a  fair  and  honest  expression 
of  the  tax  payers,  where  the  subject  could  be  acted  upon  by 
each  individual,  coolly  and  deliberately,  without  the  excite- 
ment usually  attending  the  decision  of  such  questions  by 
ballot ;  and  I  think,  such  deliberate  signing  of  a  petition 
should  be  regarded  as  decisive  as  the  ballot  at  least.  Had 
the  legislature  provided  that  the  question  should  be 
determined  by  ballot,  it  would  hardly  be  contended  that 
when  the  ballot  was  once  deposited  in  the  box  it  could  be 
withdrawn  even  if  it  could  be  identified.  Yet  stronger 
reasons  would  probably  exist  for  allowing  a  party  to  retract 
his  action  at  the  polls,  where  the  ballot  is  deposited  in 
the  heat  of  a  contest,  than  for  allowing  a  name  to  be 
stricken  from  a  petition  placed  there  coolly  and  with 
deliberation. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  contestants  that  the  law 
gives  the  right  to  withdraw  to  a  petitioner,  inasmuch  as 
other  tax  payers,  not  petitioners,  have  a  right  on  the  hearing 
to  unite  in  the  petition. 

The  object  of  allowing  others  to  join,  undoubtedly  was, 
that  all  might  have  an  Opportunity  to  unite  in  the  project 
after  notice  had  been  published  calling  their  attention  to 
the  subject.  Had  it  been  the  intention  to  allow  petitioners 
to  withdraw  from  the  petition,  as  weU  as  to  allow  other  tax 
payers  to  unite  in  it,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  a  clause 
would  have  been  inserted  to  that  efiect,  as  the  provision 
allowing  others  to  unite  naturally  leads  the  mind  directly 
to  that  subject  The  claim  that  petitioners  may  withdraw 
is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  law  expressly  authorizes 
others  to  unite ;  were  it  not  for  this  fact,  it  would  doubtless 
be  conceded  that  no  such  right  exists;  yet  how  can  it  be 
said  that  the  clause  allowing  tax  payers  to  unite  in  the 
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petition,  confers  the  right  to  withdraw  when  nothing  is  said 
or  intimated  upon  the  subject  t  The  question  is  not  what 
(mght  the  law-makers  to  have  done,  but  what  did  they  do  f 
Again  it  is  claimed  that  this  is  a  special  proceeding  and  in 
court,  instituted  by  petition,  and  as  in  the  case  of  other 
special  proceedings  under  the  Code,  a  petitioner  has  a  right, 
at  any  time  before  judgment  to  withdraw  his  petition. 

I  am  unable  to  see  how,  in  any  manner,  the  county  judge 
acts  as  a  court  or  that  this  is  a  proceeding  in  court*  The 
law  simply  provides,  that  the  proofs  shall  be  taken  before 
the  county  judge,  and  the  result  when  ascertained  shall  be 
entered  of  record,  and  such  determination  shall  have  the 
fore  and  effect  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  If  this 
is  a  proceeding  in  court  what  court  is  it  in  t  If  it  is  in  the 
supreme  or  county  court,  then  the  decision  is  the  decision 
of  a  court  of  record,  and  there  was  no  necessity  on  the  part 
of  the  legislature  to  raise  the  decision  of  the  county  judge 
to  the  dignity  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record,  giving  it 
equal  force  and  effect  The  fact  that  the  legislature 
designated  the  county  judge  as  the  officer  before  whom  the 
proof  should  be  taken,  does  not  make  it  a  proceeding  in 
court,  neither  does  the  fact  that  his  determination  is  to 
have  the  force  and  efiect  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of 
record. 

The  law  might  have  designated  the  county  clerk  or  any 
other  person  before  whom  such  proof  should  be  made,  and 
have  given  equal  force  and  effect  to  this  decision,  yet  this 
would  not  in  any  manner,  constitute  it  a  case  in  court  or  a 
special  proceeding  under  the  Code.  There  are  many  pro- 
ceedings under  special  statutes  in  which  the  legislature  have 
made  particular  acts  and  determinations  as  effective  and  con- 
clusive as  the  decisions  of  county  judges  under  these  pro- 
ceedings, yet  they  would  hardly  be  claimed  to  be  decisions 
in  court  on  that  account.  But  whether  this  is  a  proceeding 
in  court,  or  otherwise,  it  is  clear  that  the  county  judge  has 
no  power,  except  what  is  conferred  by  the  statute  itself,  and 
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he  could  not  allow  the  petitioners  to  withdraw  without 
violating  the  express  provisions  of  the  law  which  requires 
him  to  determine  whether  *•  said  petitioners,"  not  such  of 
them  as  have  not  withdrawn  and  such  other  tax  payers  as 
may  unite  on  the  hearing,  constitute  a  majority  appearing 
upon  the  tax  list  or  assessment  roll. 

On  the  hearing  the  contestants  claimed  the  right  to  show 
that  persons  whose  names  appeared  upon  the  assessment  roll 
as  owning  property,  did  not  in  fact  own  the  property,  but 
occupied  the  same  as  tenants,  and  in  some  cases  that  wives 
were  the  real  owners  instead  of  their  husbands  to  whom  the 
property  was. assessed. 

I  think .  it  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
make  the  assessment  roll  the  only  basis  for  determining  who 
are  or  are  not  tax  payers  in  said  town,  and  conclusive  upon 
this  question. 

The  county  judge  had  no  right  to  try  the  question  of 
title  to  property,  and  thus  contradict  the  assessment  roll. 
If  a  persons  name  appeared  upon  the  roll  as  the  owner  of 
property  that  fact  was  conclusive  upon  the  question  of 
ownership,  and  it  was  so  held  upon  the  hearing.  The 
legislature  had  a  right  to  say  how  this  question  should  be 
determined — and  having  fixed  upon  the  last  preceding  tax 
list  or  assessment  roll  as  the  test  and  confined  the  county 
judge  on  the  hearing  to  the  persons  whose  names  appear 
thereon,  as  the  owners  of  property,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  proceeding,  they  must  be  regarded  as  the  owners  of  the 
property.  They  are  the  tax  payers  referred  to  in  the 
statute. 

It  was  also  claimed  by  the  contestants,  in  regard  to 
estates  of  deceased  persons  appearing  upon  the  roll,  that 
they  had  the  right  to  show  who  were  the  heirs  and  next  of 
kin  entitled  to  the  property,  and  that  such  persons  should  be 
counted  as  the  owners  of  property  on  such  roll,  although 
their  names  did  not  appear  thereon.  I  think  this  evidence 
.  was  properly  excluded. 
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If  such  IB  the  caae,  it  would  be  necessary  to  ascertain 
the  amount  of  personal  property  belonging  to  such  estates, 
the  amount  of  debts^  and  whether  it  was  necessary  to  sell 
the  real  estate  to  pay  the  debts,  the  amount  each  heir  was 
entitled  to,  as  not  only  the  names — but  the  amount  of 
property  represented  by  each  must  be  shown,  and  a  variety 
of  other  points  incident  to  the  determination  of  these 
questions.  I  think  it  quite  clear  too,  that  if  contestants 
can  go  behind  the  assessment  roll,  the  other  party  can  do 
the  same  and  obtain  signatures  to  the  petition  of  property 
owners  not  on  the  roll. 

If  such  a  construction  obtain  it  was  idle  to  make  any 
provision  about  the  assessment  roll.  It  is  no  guide  in  the 
proceedings,  and  issues  are  left  to  the  county  judge  so 
numerous  and  difficult  that  their  determination  is  wholly 
impracticable.  It  cannot  be  possible  that  the  legislature 
intended  such  litigation  upon  the  hearing,  nor  can  I  find 
any  evidence  of  such  intention  in  the  law. 

After  giving  the  subject  a  careful  consideration,  I  am 
satisfied  that  the  petitioners,  and  the  other  tax  payers  who 
appeared  before  me  on  the  hearing. and  expressed  a  desire 
to  join  in  the  petition,  do  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax 
payers  of  the  town  of  Greene,  as  shown  by  the  last  preced- 
ing tax  list  or  assessment  roll,  and  do  represent  a  majority 
of  the  taxable  property  upon  said  list  or  roll,  and  I  must 
so  adjudge  and  determine  in  accordance  with  the  statute. 

The  judgment  directed  by  the  county  judge  was  as 
follows : 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  the  tax  payers  of  the 
town  of  Greene,  Chenango  county,  under  chapter  907  of 
the  laws  of  1869,  to  issue  the  bonds  of  said  town  and  invest 
the  same,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  the  stock  of  the  Greene 
rial  road  company. 

Before  H.  G.  Prindle,  Chenango  county  Judge. 
Whe);eas,  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1869,  an  applies- 
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tioQ  was  made  to  the  county  judge^  of  the  county  of 
ChenangO;  by  certain  tax  payers  of  the  town  of  Greene^  in 
said  county,  purporting  to  be  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers 
of  said  town,  whose  names  appear  upon  the  last  preceding 
tax  list  or  assessment  roll  of  said  town,  as  owning  or  re*- 
presenting  a  majority  of  the  taxable  property  in  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  such  town,  by  petition  verified  by  five  of 
the  petitioners,  setting  forth  that  they  are  a  majority  of  the 
tax  payers  of  said  town,  and  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax- 
able property  of  said  town,  and  that  they  desire  that  such 
town  shall  create  and  issue  its  bonds  to  the  amount  of  one 
hundred  and  ninety-eight  thousand  and  seven  hundred  dollars^ 
and  invest  the  same,  or  the  proceeds  thereof  in  the  Greene 
rail  road  company,  (said  rail  road  company  being  a  com- 
pany in  this  state,)  and  praying  the  said  county  judge  to 
take  all  and  singular  the  proceedings  requisite  for  the  pur- 
pose pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 
Whereupon  the  said  county  judge,  on  said  8th  day  of 
November,  1869,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  duly  made  an 
order  that  a  notice  should  be  forthwith  published  in  the 
^<  Chenango  American,''  a  newspaper  published  at  Greene, 
in  the  said  county  of  Chenango,  directed  ^^  to  whom  it  may 
concern,"  setting  forth  that  on  the  23d  day  of  November, 
1869,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  foreooon  of  that  day,  at  the  office 
of  said  county  judge,  in  the  village  of  Norwich,  in  said 
county,  the  said  county  judge  would  proceed  to  take  proof 
of  the  facts  set  forth  in  said  petition ;  as  to  tiie  number  of 
tax  payers  joining  in  said  petition,  and  as  to  the  amount  of 
taxable  property  represented  by  them  pursuant  to  chapter 
907  of  the  laws  of  1869,  and  direicting  that  said  proof  be 
taken  in  said  matter  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid.  And 
whereas,  on  the  said  23d  day  of  November,  1869,  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  proof  by  affidavit  having 
been  duly  made  to  the  said  county  judge  of  the  publication 
of  said  notice  pursuant  to  said  order,  the  parties  interested 
in  said  matter  and  proceedings  appeared  before  said  county 
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judge  at   his    office    aforesaid.     E.    H.    Pbindle,  Esq., 
appearing  as  counsel  for  said  petitioners  and  in  favor  of  said 
application  and  Newtok  and  Tillson,  Esqrs.,  appearing  as 
counsel  for  those  opposed  to  said  application,  and  on  that 
day,  and  the  days  to  which  said  proceedings  were  duly 
adjourned,  made  proofs  and  allegations  before  me  of  the  facts 
set  forth  in  the  said  petition,  as  to  the  number  of  tax  payers 
joining  in  such  petition,  and  as  to  the  amount  of  taxable 
property  represented  by  them,  as  shown  by  the  last  pre- 
ceding tax  list  or  assessment  roll  of  said  town,  and  as  to  the 
whole  number  of  tax  payers  of  said  town,  and  the  whole 
amount  of  taxable  property  of  said  town,  as  shown  by  the 
said  last  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment  roll  of  said  town, 
and  of  fdl  other  facts  necessary  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion relating  thereto ;  and  other  tax  payers  of  said  town  of 
Greene,  then  and  there  appeared  before  said  county  judge 
and  expressed  a  desire  to  join  as  petitioners  in  said  petition, 
and  did  so  join  as  petitioners  in  said  petition ;  and  proof 
being  taken  as  to  the  number  of  tax  payers  so  joining  in 
said  petition,  and  as  to  the  amount  of  taxable  property 
represented  by  them,  as  appearing  upon  the  said  tax  list  or 
assessment  roll,  and  after  hearing  the  arguments  of  the 
counsel  aforesaid,  it  appearing  satisfactorily  to  the  said 
county  judge,  that  the  said  petitioners  whose  names  appear 
upon  said  tax  list  or  assessment  roll  and  the  other  tax  payers 
aforesaid  of  said  town  who  did  then  and  there,  on  such 
proceedings,  appear  before  him,  and  express  a  desire  to  join 
as  petitioners  in  said  petition  as  aforesaid,  and  did  so  join^ 
and  whose  names  also  appear  upon  said  tax  list  or  assesa- 
ment  roll ;  do  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  said 
town,  as  shown  by  the  said  last  preceding  tax  list  or  assess- 
ment roll  (said  tax  list  or  assessment  roll  being  the  tax  list 
or  assessment  roll  of   the  year  1869,)  and  do  represent  a 
majority  of  the  taxable  property  upon  said  list  or  roU,  and 
that  the  said  amount  of  bonds  named  in  such  petition  does 
pot  exceed  twenty  per  cent  of  the  whole  amount  of  taxable 
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property  as  shown  by  said  tax  list  or  assessment  roll :  It  is 
hereby  adjudged  and  determined  by  the  said  county  judge, 
and  the  said  county  judge  doth  hereby  adjudge  and  deter- 
mine,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided^  that  the  said  petitioners  whose  names  appear  upon 
said  tax  list  or  assessment  roll,  and  the  other  tax  payers 
aforesaid  of  said  town  who  did  then  and  there  on  such  pro- 
ceedings appear  before  him  and  express  a  desire  to  join  as 
petitioners  in  said  petition  as  aforesaid,  and  did  so  ]oin,  and 
whose  names  also  appear  upon  said  tax  list  or  assessment 
I  oil,  do  represent  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  said  town, 
as  shown  by  the  said  last  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment 
roU,  (the  same  being  the  tax  list  or  assessment  roll  of  the 
year  1869,)  and  do  represent  a  majority  of  the  taxable 
property  of  said  town,  as  shown  by  said  last  preceding  tax 
list  or  assessment  roll :  And  the  said  county  judge  hereby 
orders  and  directs  that  this  judgment  and  determination  be 
duly  entered  of  record  wiiJi  the  clerk  of  the  county  of 
Chenango. 

In  witness  whereof  the  said  county  judge  hath  hereunto 
set  his  hand  this  3d  day  of  February,  1870. 

H.  G.  PRINDLE,  Chmango  Catmfy  Judge. 

On  this  motion  for  a  eertiora»%y 

Isaac  S.  Newton,  far  the  contestants 
E.  H.  Pbindle  and  Henbt  B.  Htoatt,  far  the  eofH- 
missionersy  and  the  town  of  Oreene. 

L  A  railway  is  so  far  considered  in  the  nature  of  an  im- 
proved highway  that  the  legislature  may  empower  towns 
and  counties  to  subscribe  for  stock  in  such  companies  whose 
road  pass  through  such  towns  or  counties.  The  policy  of 
such  legislation  is  in  no  degree  a  question  for  the  court ; 
that  belongs  exclusively  to  the  people  and  their  representa- 
tives. 
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Since  the  recent  decisions  in  the  court  of  appeals  no 
court  will  question  the  authority  of  the  legislature  to  enact 
laws  enabling  a  town  to  subscribe  for  stock  in  a  railroad, 
issue  its  bonds,  or  to  raise  money  by  tax  or  to  pay  for  the 
same.  {Bank  of  Borne  agt  ViUage  of  Bome^  18  N.  T.^  38 ; 
People  agt.  MitcheUy  U  N.  Y.,  561). 

In  Thompson  agt.  Lee  County^  the  supreme  court  of  the 
U.  S.,  declared  that  the  legislature  of  the, state  unless  re- 
strained by  the  organic  law,  has  the  right  to  authorize  a 
municipal  corporation  to  take  stock  in  a  railway  or  other 
work  of  internal  improvement,  and  to  borrow  m«ney  to  pay 
for  it     (3  Wdaace^  327). 

In  the  case  last  cited  from  35  N.  Y.,  our  court  of 
appeals  adopted  the  same  rule,  and  in  the  exact  terms, 
declared  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  Sates. 

It  has  been  claimed  as  unjust  and  opposed  to  the  funda- 
mental principles  of  the  social  compact,  to  authorize  a 
majority  to  compel  a  minority  to  contribute  to  objects  which 
they  disapproved  and  opposed.  The  objection  would  lie 
with  equal  reason  against  every  act  of  the  legislature  creat- 
ing a  public  municipal  corporation,  in  opposition  to  the  will 
of  any  one  who  can  be  made  subject  to  its  action. 

It  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  our  institutions  both 
sovereign  and  corporate  that  majorities  must  govern,  that 
minorities  must  submit. 

n.  The  tax  payers  who  petitioned  the  county  judge  for 
the  right  to  issue  bonds  for  the  railroad  stock  cannot  with- 
draw their  names  and  discbarge  themselves  from  liability. 
This  point  was  decided  as  early  as  L816  in  the  English  Court 
of  Exchequer,  where  it  was  held  in  KidweOy  Canal  Co.  agt. 
Babyj  that  one  of  several  persons  who  subscribed  to  an 
agreement  inter  se  to  promote  a  joint  undertaking  or  com- 
mon purpose,  cannot  withdraw  his  name  and  discharge 
himself  from  the  engagement,  without  the  consent  of  the 
subscribers.     (2  JPrke^  93). 

In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  one  of 


NEW  TORE  FBAOnOE  BEPOBTB.  529 

Matter  of  Tax  Pajeis  of  Towd  of  Greene. 

the  original  subscribers  to  the  first  proposals  of  uniting  for 
the  purpose  of  effecting  the  objects  of  the  company^  and  to 
the  intended  measure  of  obtaining  an  act  of  parliament  as 
the  foundation  of  the  undertaking: — ^that  he  had  signed  his 
name  to  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  list  of  subscribers  to  the 
plan  in  August,  1811. 

That  the  act  of  parliament  was  obtained  in  June,  1812; 
that  during  the  progress  of  the  bill  the  defendant  expressed 
his  wish  to  withdraw  his  subscription,  and  desired  that  his 
name  might  not  be  inserted  in  the  bill,  and  his  name  was 
not  inserted  in  the  bill. 

The  action  was  to  recover  calls  from  the  defendant,  when 
it  was  contended  by  his  counsel  that  the  defendant  was  at 
any  time  competent  to  abandon  the  project  previous  to  the 
passing  of  the  bill ;  that  having  declared  himself  no  longer 
a  subscriber  before  the  committee  of  the  house,  he  had 
become  completely  discharged. 

Thomson,  CVf  Baron  said:  "The  form  of  this  action 
has  been  rightly  adopted,  under  the  direction  of  the  act.  It 
was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  defendant 
was  a  proprietor,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  evidence 
in  fact  does.  It  is  said,  that  he  became  a  proprietor  by 
signing  a  paper,  by  which  certain  persons  agree  to  unite  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  the  undertaking  into  execution. 
An  act  of  parliament  to  enable  them  to  effectuate  their  in- 
tention was  passed  incorporating  certain  persons  by  name, 
as  proprietors  for  carrying  the  undertaking  into  execution 
(among  whom  that  of  the  defendant  does  not  occur),  together 
with  such  persons  as  shall  hereafter  be  possessed  of  any 
shares  in  the  undertaking.  No  doubt,  the  defendant  was 
one  of  the  parties  agreeing  to  undertake  the  execution  of 
the  projected  plan,  and  the  act  which  was*  obtained  pro- 
ceeded on  the  footing  of  that  agreement.  It  seems  that 
while  the  bill  was  in  progress  the  defendant  objected  to 
being  longer  considered  as  one  of  the  subscribers  and  re- 
quested his  name  might  be  struck  out. 
Vol.  XXXVUL  34 


530       ^^^  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Matter  of  Tax  Payers  of  Town  of  Greene. 

*'  As  to  the  defendant's  withdrawing,  on  which  so  much 
stress  has  been  laid^  he  could  not  discharge  himself  by  any 
declaration  to  that  effect^  nor  was  the  committee  competent 
to  consent  to  such  withdrawing." 

Graham,  Baron.  "The  main  question  is  whether  he 
was  bound  by  his  original  subscription,  and  if  so,  whether 
he  was  subsequently  released  t  The  agreement  he  sub- 
scribed was  binding,  nor  can  a  man  renounce  by  such 
means  as  Raby  adopted.  Nor  did  the  omission  of  his  name 
by  the  committee,  discharge  him,  more  than  Lord  Cawdor 
and  Lord  Dynevor.  There  must  for  that  purpose  have 
been  an.  explicit  consent  of  the  other  adventurers." 

Wood,  Baron.     "The  questions  in  this  case  are:   1st. 
Whether  the  defendant  was  an  original  subscriber  to  the  un- 
dertaking intended  to  be  carried  into  eflFect  by  that  act ; 
and  2dly.   Whether,  if  he  were  so,  he  has  discharged  himself 
by  What  had  been  done  t — 

"  It  is  immaterial  to  ascertain  whether  the  defendant 
voted  in  respect  of  his  original  subscription,  or  of  his  as- 
signed shares.  The  heading  of  the  instrument  differs  only 
in  words,  but  not  in  substance,  from  the  act.  They  are 
called  subscribers  in  each. 

^^  Then  is  he  discharged  from  his  subscription  by  what  he 
has  done  f  Whenever  there  is  an  agreement  between  sev- 
eral, one  party  cannot  withdraw  without  the  consent  of  the 
others,  as  in  the  case  of  creditors  having  agreed  to  take 
composition,  one  cannot  retract  without  the  consent  of  all 
the  rest.  Here,  it  is  admitted,  there  was  no  consent,  and 
his  declaration  of  abandoning  amounts  to  nothing.'' 

Richards,  Baron.  "  One  of  the  necessary  means  for 
carrying  into  execution  the  plan,  towards  which  the  per- 
sons whose  names  appear  to  this  paper  have  subscribed,  was 
the  procuring  of  an  act  of  parliament.  That  was  a  neces- 
sary step,  and  must  therefore  be  upheld.  Raby  was  a  sub- 
scriber to  this  paper  and  was  bound  by  its  terms  to  adopt 
every  measure  necessary  to  its  execution.    If  Raby  had  not 
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endeavored  to  withdraw,  there  would  have  been  no  doubt 
of  his  liability ;  then  the  question  becomes  whether  he  has 
in  fact  withdrawn,  and  I  think  he  has  not,  inasmuch  as  he 
could  not  do  so,  without  the  consent  of  all  those  with  whom 
he  had  become  engaged  in  the  undertaking." 

In  Indiana,  The  Wabash  dt  Mount  Vernon  Flank  Road 
Co.y  sued  E.  S,  <&  T.  S.  Johnson  upon  an  alleged  subscrip- 
tion of  stock  and  recovered. 

On  appeal — 

Perkins,  J.  "  The  company  was  organized  under  the 
general  plank  road  law,  some  time  after  the  Johnsons  had 
subscribed  and  after  numerous  other  persons  had  subscribed, 
but  before  the  organization  of  the  corporation ;  the  Johnsons 
without  the  consent  of  the  other  subscribers,  with  a  pen- 
knife, so  defaced  their  subscription  as  to  render  it  partly  il- 
legible, but  not  to  such  an  extent  but  that  it  could,  though 
with  drfBculty,  be  read,  and  they  did  this  with  the  inten- 
tion of  withdrawing  the  subscription.  The  remaining  sub- 
scribers subsequently  effected  a  legal  corporate  organization, 
and  that  organization  sues  the  Johnsons  upon  their  muti- 
lated subscription.'' 

"  The  erasure  of  the  subscription  did  not  per  se  prevent 
a  suit  upon  it.  {Ind.  Dig.  ^^  86,  166  jpp.  204,  216.)  Ex- 
planatory parol  evidence  was  admissible.  {Hatch  agt.  JDich- 
insoHy  7  BlacJcf.  48.) 

"  The  title  of  the  act  under  which  the  company  was  or- 
ganized, is  "  an  act  authorizing  the  construction  ot  plank, 
McAdamized  and  gravel  roads.''  Such  roads  in  this  state 
we  know  historically  have  almost  uniformly  been  construc- 
ted by  corporate  associations ;  they  have  been  the  agents 
for  the  construction,  and  we  think  provisions  furnishing 
legal  and  usual  instrumentalities  to  accomplish  a  legal  ob- 
ject may  be  properly  connected  with  that  object  considered 
as  a  subject  of  legislation,  (1 R.  S.  394.)  The  main  point  in 
this  case  is  whether  the  Johnsons  could  withdraw  their  sub- 
scription, the  other  subscribers  not  consenting,   and   we 
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think  they  could  not.  The  point  has  been  directly  decided 
in  Lake  OntavriOj  (&c.y  Railroad  Company  agt.  Mason^  16 
N,  T.  Court  ofA]^,  461.     We  follow  that  decision." 

That  decision  arose  upon  a  subscription  of  stock  made  before 
the  incorporation  of  a  railroad  company^  wherein  it  was 
held  that  the  subscription  was  obligatory  although  no  cash 
payment  whatever  was  made,  and  that  the  right  to  member- 
ship is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  subscriber's  liability, 
and  he  cannot  revoke  his  subscription. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals  by  Brown  J.,  was 
as  follows : 

^^  The  subscription  of  the  defendant  to  the  articles  of  as- 
sociation was  in  effect  a  contract  to  pay  for  and  accept  the 
twenty  shares  of  stock.  The  advantages  derived  from  being 
a  member  of  such  a  company  and  of  the  consequent  right 
to  participate  in  the  pecuniary  dividends  is  a  positive  bene- 
fit, and  where  the  agreement  secures  that  advantage  to 
the  subscriber  on  the  organization  of  the  company,  the  ob- 
jection of  a  want  af  consideration  cannot  be  made  with 
success."  (The  Hamilton  and  DeanesviUe  Plank  Boad  Co. 
agt.  Rice,  7  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  157 ;  Stanton  agt.  Wilson,  2 
Hill  153  ;  Barker  agt.  Bucklin,  2  Benio  45  ;  The  Schenec- 
tady and  Saratoga  Plank  Road  Co,^  agt.  Thatcher,  1  Kern. 
102/  Barnes  agt.  Perine,  2  id.  18.)  If  the  contract  to  pay 
for  and  take  the  stock  was  a  valid  contract  made  upon  a 
sufficient  consideration,  then  his  subscription  was  not  open 
to  revocation.  Until  the  incorporation  of  the  company  was 
perfected  the  other  subscribers  had  an  interest  in  its  execu- 
tion, and  performance  of  which  they  could  not  be  deprived 
by  the  act  of  the  defendant." 

In  the  case  of  Mason  agt.  Westover  and  others,  and  another 
case  before  Mr.  Justice  Gould,  in  1859,  the  question  now 
to  be  determined  was  then  adjudged,  where  the  court  had 
unadvisedly  issued  an  injunction,  the  court  said: 

"  I  am  further  entirely  unable  to  see  that  any  person  who 
had  once  signed  his  name  to  a  written  consent,  uncondition* 
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ally,  was  by  either  law  allowed  to  change  his  action  or  in 
any  way  retract  it.  The  law  presumed  he  would  not  write 
his  consent  unless  he  meant  that  he  consented^  and  it  made 
no  provision  for  his  changing  his  mind,  whether  within  one 
day  or  one  year. 

I  am  constrained  to  say  that  I  granted  these  injunctions 
unadyisedly^  without  having^  in  the  then  pressing  emer- 
gency, time  for  examining  the  caseS;  and  that  they  must  be 
dissolved," 

The  court  of  appeals  in  the  recent  case  of  The  People 
agt.  Mitchell  (35  N.  T.  556)  opinon  by  Porter  J.,  regarded 
the  consent  of  the  tax-payers  to  the  subscription  for  stock 
and  the  issue  of  town  bonds  to  aid  a  public  enterprize  in 
which  the  subscribers  were  deeply  concerned,  and  in  which 
the  community  in  which  they  resided  were  interested,  as 
"  a  ready  and  convenient  form  of  taking  a  popular  vote^ 

In  Connecticut  in  the  supreme  court  of  errors,  in  the 
Society  for  Savings  agt.  City  of  New  London^  (20  Conn,  174,) 
where  bonds  were  issued  by  a  city  to  be  loaned  to  a  railroad 
company,  it  was  held  that  the  acquiescence  of  the  city  of 
New  London  in  voting  to  issue  the  bonds  was  a  valid  act,  and 
could  not  be  repudiated.     The  court  by  Ellsworth,  J.  say: 

**  We  must  believe  that  after  such  acquiescence  it  would 
be  an  outrage  upon  morality  and  justice,  and  an  impeach- 
ment of  the  integrity  of  the  citizens  of  New  London,  to  allow 
the  city  to  repudiate  its  obligations.  Many  of  the  citizens 
we  well  know  disapprove  of  and  condemn  such  a  repudia- 
tion, and  we  trust  all  of  them  would  do  so  were  it  a  simple 
transaction  between  man  and  man,  where  the  culpabHity 
could  not  be  thrown  off  upon  a  municipal  corporation. 
But  it  is  thi«  very  circumstance  which  enhances  the  im- 
propriety of  the  act  of  repudiation^  for  the  integrity  of  a 
public  body  is  its  principle  virtue.  To  violate  or  impair 
this,  is  to  undermine  government  itself,  and  to  destroy  the 
very  institutions  of  the  civil  state.  Such  repudiation  cannot 
receive  the  countenance  of  this  court  of  justice." 
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The  constitution  of  the  United  States  was  regarded  as  a 
new  experiment  in  the  history  of  nations.  Its  framers  made 
use  of  the  best  lights  to  form  and  adjust  its  parts  and 
mould  its  materials,  and  if  they  could  not  pronounce  it  per- 
fect, they  provided  for  amendments,  providing  that  two 
thirds  of  congres3  or  of  the  legislatures  of  the  states^  concur 
in  proposing  or  requiring  amendments  to  be  proposed,  and 
three  fourths  of  the  states  must  ratify  them.  Several 
amendments  have  been  proposed  and  adopted.  Whenever 
a  state  votes  by  its  legislature  for  an  amendment,  that 
amendment  to  use  the  word  of  the  constitution  is  ratified 
by  the  legislature,  and  when  so  confirmed,  the  vote  can 
never  be  withdrawn.  Story  in  his  commentaries  on  the 
constitution,  vol.,  3  ^  1824,  s^ys:  ^^Time  is  thus  allowed 
and  ample  time  for  deliberation  both  in  proposing  and 
ratifying  amendments.  Indeed,  years  may  elapse  before  a 
deliberate  judgment  maybe  passed  upon  them." 

It  would  therefore  seem  that  whenever  a  vote  is  cast  by 
an  individual,  municipality,  or  a  legislature,  by  ballot, 
resolution  or  petition,  that  vote  is  irrevokable. 

III.  The  county  judge  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter,  and  his  judgment  determining  the  qustion  at  issue, 
hasi  by  the  act  itself  the  same  force  and  effect  as  other 
judgments  in  courts  of  record.  The  county  judge  was 
fit  and  competent  to  determine,  and  did  determine  that  a 
majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  the  last  assessment  list,  re* 
presenting  a  majority  of  the  taxable  property,  did  petition 
jfor  the  bonding  of  the  town.  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter  on  the  part  of  the  county  judge  was  made  to  depend 
npon  the  petition,  and  the  petitioners  finally  appearing 
before  him.  The  county  judge  gave  many  days  of 
patient  attention  and  labor,  to  determine  the  question  pre- 
sented for  his  decision,  and  his  able  and  well  considered 
opinion  proved  that  he  was  a  wise  depository  of  the  trust 
confided  to  him.  In  that  judgment  there  should  be  perfect 
iicquiescence. 
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rV.  Any  further  litigation  of  this  question  would  be 
worse  than  useless.  The  certiorari  therefore  should  not  be 
allowed.  In  the  case  of  Broum  and  FUch  agt.  Wesson  and 
Wesson^  (1  How.  8p.  Termy  141,)  a  certiorari  was  allowed 
upon  a  mistaken  statement  of  the  facts.  On  motion  to  quash 
the  same,  founded  upon  affidavits  which  stated  the  real  facts, 
the  court  by  Bronson^  C.  J.,  granted  the  same,  saying  it 
would  be  worse  than  useless  to  go  on  with  the  litigation." 

By  the  courts  Boardman,  J. — ^Upon  the  hearing  of  this 
matter  upon  the  return  of  the  order  to  show  cause  why  a 
writ  of  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  the  county  judge  of 
Chenango  county,  to  bring  up  proceedings  had  before  him 
in  detern  ining  whether  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers,  and  of 
the  taxable  property  of  said  town  had  consented  to  the 
issuing  of  said  bonds,  the  writ  of  certiorari  is  denied. 

This  denial  is  based  upon  the  admitted  fact  that  such 
majorities  had  consented  prior  to  the  adjudication  of  said 
county  judge,  if  I  should  hold  that  a  consent  once  given 
could  not  be  withdrawn.  The  authorities  are  too  clear  to 
leave  a  doubt  in  my  mind,  that  such  consent,  once  given, 
with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  cannot  be  withdrawn  at  the 
mere  will  of  the  person  giving  his  consent.  The  motion  is 
therefore  denied  without  costs. 
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CONTAINED  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  BEPOBTS: 

88  HowwrSs  Pr.  R.;  63  and  64  Barhm's  R;  6  Ahbotty 
*  N.  8.;  and  1  and  2  Keye^  R 


•♦• 


ABATEMENT. 

L  The  defendant  had  rabBcribedf  in  his 
own  name  simply,  for  fifty  shares 
($2,500)  of  the  stocR  of  the  Erie  and 
New  York  City  Railroad.  At  the 
same  time  he  subscribed  for  fifty  other 
shares,  writing  his  name  and  annexing 
thereto  the  letters  "  Exr.,"  saying  that 
he  wonld  take  fifty  shares  for  an  estate 
of  which  he  was  executor : 

Meld,  that  these  subscriptions  were  two 
separate  and  Independent  contracts, 
and  that  the  pendency  of  an  action  to 
enforce  the  payment  of  ilie  first,  af- 
forded no  sufficient  ground  for  abating 
the  action  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
the  second.  (Urie  and  Jv.  Y,  Oku 
B,B,BgL  Patricif  2  Keyetj  256.) 

ACCOBD  AND  SATISFACTION, 

1.  A  partnership  firm  in  embarrassed 
circumstances — afterwards  found  to  be 
insolvent— after  conference  with  a  few 
of  their  leading  creditors,  signed  a 
writing,  suggested  and  drawn  up  by 
one  of  the  creditors  present  at  the  con- 
ference, propodnfff  upon  condition  of  a 


release  from  their  indebtedness,  to  as- 
sign all  their  partnership  effects  to 
three  of  the  creditors  named,  in  tmst, 
to  be  converted  into  money  and  divided 
pro  rata  among  all  their  creditors; 
reserving,  however,  ^1,000  for  each 
partner,  unconditionally,  to  pay  per- 
s<Aial  debts  and  expenses.  An  accept- 
ance of  the  proposal,  also  drawn  Dv 
one  of  the  creditors,  was  signed  by  all 
principal  creditors  of  the  firm.  An 
assignment  was  duly  executed  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  proposal  and 
accejptance,and  the  assignees  took  pos- 
session and  executed  their  trust. 
There  was  realized  from  the  assets 
only  sufficient  to  pay  about  thirty  cents 
on  the  dollar  of  the  firm's  indebtedness. 
The  plaintiffs  in  this  action  were  cred- 
itors of  the  firm,  and  signed  the  ac- 
ceptance, but  refused  to  accept  their 
pro  rata  dividend,  and  brought  suit 
against  the  firm  to  recover  their  debt, 
alleging  fraud  in  procuring  the  release: 

Hiddf  that  the  transaction  was  good,  as 
an  accord  and  satisfaction  between  the 
parties  to  it.  (Theraston  agt  Peterton, 
It  Keyea,  636.) 

S.  It  seems  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
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ereditoTB  ehonld  aceept  the  tutignment; 
that  the  debtor  haTing  done  all  that 
the  creditors  agreed  to  accept  in  satis- 
fiiction  of  their  claims,  the  accord  was 
sufficiently  executed.    (Id.) 


ACTION. 

1.  An  action  does  not  lie  by  the  seller  of 
merchandise,  against  the  master  and 
owners  of  a  vessel  on  which  it  has 
been  shipped  by  a  fraudulent  purchaser 
to  recover  back  the  possession,  after 
the  master,  in  the  usual  course  of  bus- 
iness, and  without  notice,  has  given  a 
negotiable  bill  of  lading  therefor  to  the 
fraudulent  buyer.  (Western  Trant- 
portation  Co..  agt.  MarthalL  6  Ahh.. 
7f,S.,280.) 

%  Third  persons  making  advances  to  the 
fraudulent  buyer,  in  good  faith  and 
without  notice,  on  the  credit  of  sach 
bill  of  laoing,  are  also  protected.  (Id.) 

3.  The  rule  that  one  purchasing  in  good 
faith  from  a  fraudulent  vendor  acquires 
a  good  title,  is  applicable  to  such  cases. 

4.  Upon  a  contract  which  liquidates  the 
amount  of  a  debt,  and  provides,  that 
times  of  payment  are  to  be  arranged 
Piter  the  consummation  of  anotner 
contract  ro  be  m'lde  by  the  debtor  with 
a  thiid  person,  the  creditor  may  main- 
tain au  action  for  immediate  payment, 
although  no  such  other  contract  has 
been  made,  if  it  appear  that  the  defen- 
dant, on  being  requested  to  pay  the 
amount  due,  or  give  his  notes  at  long 
periods,  or  make  some  arrangement  in 
reference  to  the  debt,  absolutely  re- 
fused to  do  anything  about  it.  fLet 
agt.  Deckery  6  Abb.  N.  S.,  392.)     t 

5.  Although  a  cornoration,  engaged  in  a 
business  in  whicn  credit  may  be  mate- 
rial to  its  success,  may  maintain  au  ac- 
tion for  libel,  without  special  damage, 
where  the  languaf^e  used  is  defamato- 
ry in  itself,  and  injuriously  and  direct- 
ly affects  its  credit,  and  neoessariljr  and 
directly  occasions  pecuniary  injury, 
yet,  in  all  other  cases,  averment  and 
proof  of  malice  and  special  damage  is 
neoessary  in  order  to  sustain  an  action 
by  a  corporation  for  libel.  [Knicher- 
hoeher  Infe  Inswtcmce  Co.  agt.  JSkcl&- 
nM,6AU.If.8.y9.) 

6.  Actions  for  injuries  to  the  person  are 
transitory,  and  follow  the  person ;  and 
therefore,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the 
action  is  concerned,  one  foreigner  may 
sue  another  foreigner,  in  our  courts, 
for  a  tort  committed  in  another  coun- 
try, the  same  as  on  a  contract  made  in 


another  country.  {DeurUt  agt  Buckan' 
an,  &1  Barb.  31.) 

7.  Where  one  has  unlawfully  taken  pos- 
session of  another's  property,  the  tort 
may  be  waived,  and  an  action  brought 
for  its  value.  {Hdvk  agt  Thorn,  54 
Barb.  164.) 

8.  Such  a  cause  of  action  if  assignable. 
{id.) 

9.  A  complaint  alleged  the  sale  and  de- 
livery to  the  defendantA,  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, ot  a  couple  of  hogs,  at  a  specified 
price,  which  remained  unpaid;  and, 
for  a  separate  and  distinct  cause  of  ac- 
tion. Slated  that  the  defendant.^  re- 
ceived and  took  without  rightful  au- 
thority, one  calf,  which  had  been  con- 
signee) to  the  plaintiffs  by  a  third  ])er- 
son,  who  was  the  owner  thereof;  that 
they  sold  the  same  without  Huthoriiy. 
ana  received  therefor  a  sum  named, 
which  was  th«>i  value  of  the  calf;  ana 
that  the  claim  and  demand  for  the 
value  of  said  calf  had  been  assigned 
to  the  plainUffs  by  the  owner : 

Eeld^  on  demurrer,  that  both  causes  of 
action  were  founded  on  contrnc-t :  the 
one  express,  and  the  other  implied  by 
law  ;  and  were  properly  joined,  {id.) 

10.  In  order  to  avoid  muUipIic-hy  of  ac- 
tions, the  law  forbida  that  h  ciuim*  of 
action  shall  be  split  up  for  tlie  pnipone 
of  bringing  several  actions.  But 
when  seveml  claims,  pay  able  at  dif- 
ferent times,  ariise  out  of  the  same 
contract  or  transaction,  separate  ac- 
tions can  be  brought  as  each  liability 
enures.  Yet,  if  no  action  is  brougHt 
until  more  than  <me  is  due.  all  that  are 
due  must  be  included  in  one  action; 
and  if  an  action  is  brought  when  more 
than  one  is  dne.  a  recovery  in  thai  suit 
will  be  an  effectual  bar  lo  a  second 
action,  brought  to  recover  the  other 
claims  that  were  due  when  the  first 
was  brought  [The  Reformed  Proief 
tant  Dvtcn  Church  oj  Westfitld  agt. 
Brown,  54  Barb.  191.) 

11.  The  grantor  in  a  trust  deed,  as  the 
legal  owner  of  the  property  convey- 
ed, has  no  right  to  maintain  an  action 
to  obtain  a  construction  of  the  deed. 
That  privilege  is  confined  to  the  trus- 
tee, or  those  claiming  under  the  trust 
and  requiring  its  execution.  [Levy 
agt.  Hart,  b\Barb.  249.) 

12.  Although  the  forms  of  action  were 
abolished  by  the  Code,  the  principles 
by  which  the  different  forms  of  action 
were  previously  governed  still  remain, 
and  now,  as  much  as  formerly,  control 
in  determining  the  rights  o?  parties. 
{Sldridffe  agt.  Adams,^  Barb.  417.J 
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13.  In  pleading,  a  party  is  now  to  state 
the  facts  on  whicn  he  relies  to  sostain 
a  recovery;  and  if  issne  be  taken 
thereon,  he  will  be  entitled  to  just 
snch  a  judgment  as  the  facts  establish- 
ed will  by  the  rules  of  the  warrant, 
withont  regard  to  the  form  or  name 
of  his  action,    {id.) 

14.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  his  action 
for  damag'es  snstamed  in  conueqnence 
of  firandnlent  representations  was  not 
compromised  by  his  entering  into  an 
agreement  with  the  defendeut  at  the 
end  of  the  first  year  of  their  partner- 
ship, to  dissolve  the  partnership  and 
allow  the  defendant  to  continne  m  the 
practice  of  his  profession  in  the  village; 
and  u  motion  by  defeudunt  for  nonsuit 
on  that  gronnd  was  properly  over- 
ruled. (Thorn  agt.  HelmeTf  2  Keyet^ 
27.) 

15-  Where  a  clerk,  to  whom  moneys  of 
his  empover  have  been  entrusted,  used 
and  lost  tne  same  at  a  gambling  house: 

Held,  that  an  action  for  moneys  had  and 
received,  oonid  be  maintained  by  the 
employer  of  such  clerk  against  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  gambling  house  wnere 
snch  moneys  were  lost-  (Caussidiert 
agt.  Beers,  2  Keya,  198.) 

16.  An  action  cannot  be  maintained  b^  a 
husband,  for  the  instantaneous  kilhng 
of  his  wife  through  the  negligence  of 
another.  (Oreen  agt.  JSudson  a.  JR.JR. 
Co.,  2  Keites,  294.) 

17.  An  action  to  obtain  possession  of  real 
estate  and  damages  for  withholding 
such  possession,  is  not  an  action  **for 
injury,  or  for  wrongfully  taking,  de- 
taining, or  converting  property,"  under 
^  179  of  the  Code  of  procednre.  Where 
in  snch  action,  the  plaintiff  fails,  and 
judgment  is  entered  against  him  for 
costs,  he  is  not  liable  to  arrest  on  an 
execution  issued  thereon.  {Merritt 
agt.  Carpenter  t  2  Keyety  642.) 


ADJOURNMENT. 

1.  A  refosal  of  an  adjournment^  is  not  the 
subject  of  exception,  but  may  be  re- 
viewed on  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
(Brooklyn  Oil  Works  agt.  />*roioj»,  ante, 
451.) 

2.  A  motion  for  adjournment  must  be 
based  upon  an  aj^davity  and  will  not 
be  euteriaiiied  on  a  sUitement  9}%  tenut. 
(Id.) 

3.  The  affidavit  must  contain  thef«e  essen- 
tial conditions, — an  affidavit  of  merits ; 
the  materiality  of  the  absent  evidence ; 
due  diligence  in  the  endeavor  to  pro- 


cure the  attendance  of  the  witness,  and 
•  an  assurance  of  his  probable  attendance 
at  the  time  proposed  for  the  adjourn- 
ment.   (Id.) 

4.  When  a  special  affidavit  necessary, 
and  the  facts  necessary  to  be  stated 
therein ;  also  what  detailed  facts  neces* 
sary  to  be  stated  in  a  general  affidavit. 
(Id.) 

ADanssiONs. 

1.  Statements  made  in  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner,  in  the  absence  of  other 
proof,  are  to  be  presumed  to  have  been 
made  in  his  hearing.  {Hochreiier  agt. 
People,  1  Keyes,  66,) 

2.  An  objection,  by  prisoner's  counsel,  to 
an  inquiry  by  the  prosecution,  as  ^o 
what  woB  said  and  done  by  a  third 
party  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner, 
without  specifying  the  nature  or  ground 
of  the  objection,  is  too  general  to  be 
available.    {Id.) 


ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

1.  It  seems,  that  possession  of  a  corpora- 
tion holding  a  title  to  land,  merely  for 
the  purposes  of  maintaining  a  railroad, 
and  not  being  seized  in  fee  simple  ab- 
solute, is  not  an  adverse  possession 
such  as  will  bar  an  action  after  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years.  ( Watson  agt. 
I/,  r.  Central  M.B.  Co.  6  Abb.,  N.  S. 
91.) 

2.  Possession  by  a  tenant,  of  a  portion 
of  a  lot  of  land,  under  a  lease,  and  the 
clearing  up  and  cultivating  a  part 
thereot,  such  possession  being  under  a 
claim  of  title  by  the  lessor,  which  is 
evidenced  b^  his  executing  the  lease 
and  demanding  and  receiving  rent,  is 
a  good  adverse  possession,  at  least  to 
the  extent  of  the  land  cleared  and  cul- 
tivated. {Finlay  agt.  Cook,  54  Barb. 
9.) 

3.  A  comptroller's  deed,  ^ven  upon  a 
sale  of  land  for  taxes,  with  actual  pos- 
session of  a  part  of  the  lot  embraced 
in  it,  and  claim  of  title  to  the  whole, 
is  a  sufficient  foundation  for  an  ad- 
verse possession,  even  though  the 
comptroller  had  not  authority  to  sell. 
If  such  deed  be  fair  upon  its  face,  and 
contains  no  evidence  of  want  of  au- 
thority by  the  comptroller  to  execute 
it.  inasmuch  as  it  purports  to  be  exe- 
cuted under  an  authority,  it  gives  col-, 
or  of  title  to  the  grantee,  although  the 
pretended  authority  recited  upon  its 
face  does  not  in  fact  exist,     {id.) 

4.  The  possession  and  claim  of  title  ol 
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the  grantee  in  snch  a  deed,  and  of 
those  claiming  ander  him,  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  in  accordance 
with  the  title  apparently  derived  from 
the  comptrollei-'e  deed ;  and  as  that 
deed  did  not  show  that  it  was  illecal 
or  void,  the  posciession  and  claim  nnder 
it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  in 
good  faith  and  therefore  adverse  to 
the  title  of  the  former  owner,  and  if 
continueH  for  the  period  of  twenty 
years,  will  ripen  into  a  perfect  title. 

\id.) 

5.  Actual  popsesHJon  of  a  part  of  a  lot  of 
land,  with  claim  of  title  to  the  whole, 
the  entry  and  claim  being  nnder  a 
written  'instrument,  is  sufficient  to 
constitute  an  adverse  holding  of  the 
whole  lot.    {id.) 

AGENT. 

1.  Whether  one  in  business,  claiming 
and  holding  himself  out  to  be  acting  as 
"  agent"  for  another,  is  in  fact  actinjB^ 
as  agent  or  on  his  own  account,  is 
properly  a  qustion  for  iheiury.  {Mo- 
Olune  a'gt  Cain,  2  Keifes  203). 

3.  In  a  case  where  the  issue  was  one 
of  fact  as  to  whether  a  person  was 
traNsanctintr  business  as  **  agent"  for 
another  or  on  his  own  account,  the 
jurjr  found,  in  effect,  that  he  was 
acting  as  agent.  The  supreme  court 
at  general  term  reversea  the  judg- 
ment on  the  ground  that  the  verdict 
was  against  evidence :  Beld^  that  the 
judgment  of  reversal  was  erroneous, 
there  being  verv  considerable  evidence 
to  support  the  claim  that  the  party  was 
acting  solely  as  agent,  and  not  on  bis 
own  accout.    {Id). 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  An  agreement  by  a  creditor  to  take 
the  note  of  a  third  person  in  payment 
of  his  debt,  with  the  actual  transfer  of 
the  same,  and  a  written  aoknowldge- 
ment  that  it  is  so  taken  without  re- 
course, on  account  of  the  creditor's 
claim,  furnish  sufficient  grounds  for 
the  jury  to  find  that  the  note  was 
taken  at  the  risk  of  the  creditor.  If 
so,  the  receipt  ot  the  note  is  a  payment 
of  the  claim,  and  an  extinguiiiDment 
of  the  right  of  action  tbeceon.  (Mobertt 
agt.  Fisktr^  53  Barb.,  69). 

S.  In  order  to  make  the  receiving  of  the 
•  note  of  a  third  person,  by  a  vendor, 
from  the  vendee,  a  payment  of  the 
pric«,  there  mnst  be  an  agreement 
between  the  parties  that  such  note 
shall  be  taken  by  the  vendor  in  pay- 


ment for  the  property  sold.    {Oibton 
agt.  Toby  J  53  Barb.,  1^1). 

3.  When  the  sale  and  delivery  ot  the 
property  and  the  transfer  of  the  note 
are  at  the  same  time,  a  pretumpHon, 
arises  that  the  parties  agreed  to  <ui 
exchange  of  property ;  that  is,  that  the 
vendor  should  sell  and  deliver  his 
property  for  the  note  to  be  transferred 
oy  the  other  party  ;  and  the  agreement 
bein^  executed,  the  note  is  taken  at 
the  risk  of  the  party  taking  it  for  his 
property.     {Id.) 

4.  The  fact  of  a  simultaneous  exchange 
is  the  evidence  from  which  the  agree- 
ment is  presumed.  But  this  presump- 
tion is  not  conclusive.  The  party 
taking  the  note  may  show  that  it  wail 
not  the  agreement  that  he  should  take 
the  note  at  his  own  risk,  in  exchange 
for  his  property.    (Id.) 

5.  Where  one  party  is  entitled  to  rescind 
an  agreement,  on  account  of  the  failure 
of  the  other  party  to  perform  it,  he 
cannot  rescind  it  in  part,  and  affirm  ic 
as  to  the  residue  ;  but  must  affirm  or 
disaffirm  it  entirely.  If  he  affirms  it 
in  part,  his  duty  to  continue  its  per- 
formance remains  while  he  so  affirms 
it,  leaving  him  as  a  means  of  idemnity 
for  the  defective  or  imperfect  perform- 
ance of  the  other  party,  an  action  for 
damages  only,  and  not  a  diversion  of  a 
portion  of  the  consideration  agreed  to 
oe  supplied  by  the  party  not  in  fault. 
{Day  agt.  N.  T.  Central R,  B.  Co.,  53 
Barb.,  260). 

6.  An  agreement  by  a  creditor  to  accept 
a  larger  sum  thaii  that  secured  by  his 
mortgage,  and  discharge  the  lien  oeforc 
the  debt  it  due  by  the  terme  of  ike  mort- 
gaoe,  is  founded  upon  a  valid  con- 
siaeration.  {Scott  agt  Fristk,  53  Barb.^ 
533). 

7.  The  debtor  having  paid  a  part  of  the 
sum  thus  ai?reed  upon  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  creditor,  under  the  new 
agreement,  and  haying  refused  to  pay 
the  balance  according  to  its  terms ;  it 
was  Keld  that  the  creditor,  upon 
tendering  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage, 
was  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  to 
recover  such  balance.    {Id.) 

8.  Although  a  subsequent  valid  execu- 
tory agreement,  while  its  stipulations 
remain  unperformed,  cannot  oe  plead- 
ed as  an  a/xord  and  eatitfaction,  in  a 
legal  action  brought  upon  a  sealed  in- 
strument; a  tender  of  performance,  by 
the  defendant  may  now  he  interpoieea, 
as  an  equita^ble  detenM,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Procedure ;  and 
the  court  having  equitable  jurisdiction 
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in  all  cases,  may  decree  a  satiefaction 
of  the  sealed  instniment..    {IcL  \ 

9.  The  authorities  which  deny  the  right 
of  a  defendant  to  aet  up  a  valid  execn- 
tory  agreement,  in  avoidance  of  a  suit 
bronght  upon  a  sealed  obligation,  aj*e 
based  upon  technical  rules  of  pleading 
in  legal  actioTUj  and  have  no  applica- 
tion to  legal  pleadings  under  the  Code. 
{Id.) 

10.  A  person  standing  in  the  position  of 
agent  of  both  parties  cannot  execute  a 
mortgage  as  the  attorney  of  one.  for 
the  benefit  of  the  other.  ( Greenwood 
agt.  Spring,  54  Barb.  375.) 

11.  A  contract  made  by  an  individual  as 
the  agent  of  both  parties,  is  not  void, 
but  only  voidable,  at  the  election  of 
the  principal,  if  he  come  into  coort 
within  a  reasonable  time.  It  is  not 
necessary  for  a  party  seeking  to  avoid 
snch  a  contract  to  show  that  any  im- 
proper advantc^re  has  been  gained  over 
nim.  It  is  at  his  option  to  repudiate, 
or  affirm,  the  contract,  irrespective  of 
any  proof  of  actual  fraud,  laut  unless 
application  be  made,  within  a  reason- 
able time,  to  set  it  aside,  a  valid  title 
will  pass,  if  it  be  upheld  by  a  sufficient 
consideration  and  the  proper  forms 
haye  been  observed.  If  application  to 
set  aside  such  a  contract  oe  not  made 
within  a  reasonable  time,  the  delay 
will  be  considered  a  waiver,    {id.) 

12.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  new  promise 
to  pay  is  no  defense  to  an  action 
brought  upon  the  original  obligation, 
although  expressly  agreed  to  be  taken 
as  payment;  the  reason  being  that 
theie  IS  no  consideration  for  the  agree- 
ment to  receiye  the  new  promise  in 
payment.    {JBice  agt  Dewey f  54  Barb. 

13.  When  this  reason  does  not  apply,  the 
rale  no  longer  prevails.  If  any  new 
or  additional  security,  or  other  benefit, 
is  obtained  by  the*  creditor,  or  any 
detriment  sustained  by  the  debtor,  hj 
the  new  arrangement,  the  defense  is 
perfect,    (id.) 

14.  Thus  when  promissory  notes  bear^ 
ing  interest  are  given  add  received  in 
payment  of  interest  due  n]>on  a  mort- 
gage, a  demand  not  drawing  interest 
being  thus  converted  into  a  debt  on 
interest,  this  is  a  good  consideration 
for  the  agreement  of  the  holder  of  the 
mortage  to  accept  the  notes  in  pay- 
ment   {id) 

15.  If  the  vendee,  subsequently  to  the 
execution  of  a  written  contract,  which 
is  declared  void  by  the  statutes  of 
Pennsylvania,  for  being  made  on  Son- 


day,  demand,  on  a  week  day,  a  con- 
veyance of  the  property  and  receives 
the  same,  promising  to  pay  the  pur- 
chase price,  a  new  and  valid  contract 
arises  between  the  parties,  which  en 
titles  the  vendor  to  an  action  to  en* 
force  payment.  {SamiUon,  agt  Grid- 
ley,  54  Marb.  542.) 

16.  A  vendee  who  accepts  a  conveyance, 
in  pursuance  of  an  oral  agreement,  is 
bound,  on  his  part,  to  comply  with  the 
terms  of  such  agreement,  though  it 
miffht  otherwise  have  been  invalid 
under  the  statute  of  frauds.  {Johnaon 
agt  Hatkom,  2  Keyes,  476,) 

17.  An  undertaking  to  transfer  bank 
stock  to  the  amount  of  five  thousand 
($5,000)  dollars,  in  payment  for  a  pur- 
chase, 18  not  satisfied  by  a  transfer  of 
half-paid  stock  to  that  nominal  amount, 
when  it  is  accepted  on  the  supposition, 
fraudulently  induced  by  the  assignor, 
that  the  certificate  represented  full 
paid  stock.    {Id.) 

18.  An  executory  agreement,  whether 
written  or  oral,  is  not  merged  in  a  sub- 
sequent writing  by  way  of  partial  exe- 
cution, unless  the  latter  is  accepted  in 
substitntion  or  in  full  performance  of 
the  original  contract    {Id.) 

19.  An  agreement  of  a  creditor,  upon  a 
proper  consideration,  to  make  the  pay- 
ment of  his  claim  dependent  upon  a 
contingency,  to  be  .valid  need  not  be 
in  writmg.  {Fitck  agt  Gardetiier,  2 
Keyes,  516-) 

20.  Such  an  agreement  is  not  an  under- 
taking to  answer  for  the  debt  default, 
or  miscarriage  of  another,  and  is  not 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statutes 
for  the  prevention  of  Atiuds  and  per- 
juries.   {Id.) 

21.  An  attorney  can  make  a  valid  agree- 
ment with  bis  client,  by  which  his 
right  to  recover  fees  for  his  services  is 
made  contingent  upon  his  success  in 
the  action.    {Id.) 

22.  Where  the  purchaser  promised  to 
lease,  to  the  party  negotiating  the  pni^ 
chase,  the^  premises  for  twenty-one 
years,  at  eight  per  cent  per  year  on 
the  purchase  price, 

Held,  that  the  agreement,  being  by  parol, 
and  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds, 
could  not  be  set  up  to  furnish  a  rule  ol 
damages  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover for  services  in  negotiating  the 
Surohase.  {Sh-ben  agt.  Lorillard,  2 
reyety  567.) 

ALIEN. 

1.  The  alien  widow  of  a  natoralized  cit 
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izen  of  the  United  States,  althoa^h  she 
never  resided  within  the  United  States, 
danng  the  lifetime  of  her  hasband,  is 
entitled  to  dower  in  bis  real  estate- 
\,  Barton  agt  Burton^  1  Keyet^  359.) 

ALIMONY. 

1.  Althoa^h  the  amount  of  an  allowance 
to  the  wife  pending  a  divorce  salt  is  less 
liberal  than  a  permanent  allowance, 
yet  the  hasband^s  means,  together  with 
other  circumstances,  should  be  consid- 
ered in  fixing  the  former  as  well  as  the 
latter.  It  should  not  be  limited  to  the 
actual  wants  of  the  wife.  (Dalt,  F, 
J.,  dissented.)  (Leslie  agt  LetlUf  6 
Abb.  JV.  8.,  193.) 

2.  The  general  rule  is  to  awai'd  such  al- 
lowance to  a  wife  sued  for  divorce, 
sdmost  a  matter  of  course,  where  a 
substantial  defense  is  disclosed,  and  not 
to  try  the  merits  upon  conflicting  tJEL- 
davits.    (Id.) 

AMENDMENT, 

1.  Notices  of  pendency  and  returns  to 
attachments,  may  be  amended  by  inser- 
ting in  the  notices  and  inventories,  a 
specific  description  of  a  lot  of  land  omit- 
ted by  misialx.  (Vanderheyden  agt 
Oaryy  ante,  367.) 

2.  To  allow  a  plaintiff,  after  judgment, 
to  come  in,  not  as  a  right,  but  as  a  fa- 
vor, and  plead  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions in  bar  of  a  counter-claim  set  up 
by  the  defendant  in  his  answer,  would 
not  be  '*  in  furtherance  of  justice.'*  By 
suffering  the  action  to  go  on,  without 
settinjor  up  the  statute,  in  a  reply,  the 
plaintiff  will  be  deemed  to  have  elec- 
ted to  stand  upon  the  other  defenses 
made  by  him  to  the  counter-claim,  on 
the  trial,  and  should  not  be  allowed  to 
abjure  such  election.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, the  only  proper  mode  of 
attacking  the  Judgment  is  by  appeaL 
{Clinton  agt.  JSddy,  54  Barb.bi.) 

3.  Such  an  amendment  does  not  come 
within  the  terms  of  either  section  173 
or  section  174  of  the  Code  ;  and  to  al- 
low it  to  be  made  after  judgment, 
would  be  a  stretch  of  the  power  of 
amendment,    (id.) 

4.  Although  section  172  of  the  Code  gives 
to  a  defendant  the  right  to  serve  an 
amended  answer  as.  of  course,  within 
the  time  therein  prescribed,  yet  this 
right  may  be  waivetl.  {Phillips  agt. 
Saydamj  54  Barb.  153.) 

5.  When  a  party  notices  a  cause  for  trial 
upon  the  pleudings  iis  they  stand,  he 


will  be  considered  as  waiving  the 
right  to  amend  his  pleading  as  of 
course,  and  will  be  regarded  as  having^ 
elected  to  stand  by  the  issue  as  then 
framed,    (id.) 

6.  An  application  for  leave  to  amend  a 
pleading,  on  the  trial,  is  always  ad- 
dressed to  the  discretion  of  the  court ; 
and  if  denied,  is  not  the  subject  of  ap 

Seal  or  review.    (Dennu  agt  Sneu. 
1  Barb.  411. 


ANSWER. 

1.  A  partial  failv/re  of  consideration,  up- 
on a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lumber  of 
different  qualities,  can  be  setup  unly  in 
the  answer  by  way  of  recoupment  of 
damages.  If  not  so  set  up  as  a  defense, 
pro  tantOf  proof  of  a  failure  to  per- 
lorm  the  contract  where  there  has  been 
a  delivery  of  the  lumber,  cannot  defeat 
a  recovery ;  consequently  if  such  proof 
is  offered  to  show  an  inferior  quality 
of  lumber ;  it  is,  under  the  pleadings, 

Sroperly  excluded.    (McCormick  agL. 
'arson,  ante^  190.  j 

2.  If  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  com- 
promise of  a  former  action  for  the 
same  cause,  which  has  been  neither 
discontinued  nor  has  proceeded  to 
judgment,  he  must  pleaa  another  ac- 
tion pending.  Such  facts  are  not  avail- 
able to  defeat  the  second  action,  mere- 
ly xifjou  alleffatious  that  the  former  ac- 
tion included  the  cause  of  action  upon 
which  the  present  suit  was  brought, 
and  that  it  was  settled  by  compromise, 
and  the  amount  paid.  (O^Bewne  agt. 
Lloyd,  6  Abb.  N.  5.,  387.) 

3.  An  answer  alleging  payment  of  the 
debt  is  the  proper  mode  of  presenting 
as  a  defense  the  presumption  created 
by  statute  arising  from  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years.  QT.  Y.  Life  Ins.  A 
Trust  Co.  agt  Covertj  6  Abb.,  If.  S., 
154.) 

4.  In  an  action  by  one  who  claims  to 
have  deposited  merchandise  with  the 
defendant  as  a  bailment  and  seeka  to 
recover  damages  for  an  alleged  wrongs 
ful  delivery  to  a  third  person,  an  an- 
swer setting  up  that  the  merchandise 
was  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
but  of  a  third  person  named,  who, 
without  the  fault  or  knowledge  of  the 
defendant,  lawfully  took  the  same  firoa 
his  possession,  amounts  to  a  defense. 
{Taber  agt  Gardner,  6  Abb.,  JV.  &, 
147.) 

5.  To  strike  out  an  answer  as  shnm  it  is 
not  enough  that  the  court  should  per- 
ceive but  little  prospect  of  a  result 
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fkTorable  to  defendant,  or  even  that 
plttintifT's  ultimate  sacceas  appears 
Biire ;  bat  the  answer  mnst  be  false  in 
iLe  sense  of  beiii^  a  mere  pretense,  set 
np  in  bad  faith,  and  without  color  of 
fact.  {Kiejer  agu  T/u»/ias8,  6  Abb.y  iV. 
S..  42. 

6.  Matter  sec  np  as  a  separate  and  dis- 
iuct  defense,  in  an  answer,  mast  be 
viewed  as  a  pleading,  under  section 
152  of  the  Code.  Sham  and  irrelevant 
answers  and  def'^nses  may  be  strisken 
oat ;  but  under  this  section,  neither  an 
entire  answer  or  defense,  nor  a  part  of 
an  answer  or  defense,  can  be  stricken 
out  as  redunoUuiL  ( Fcufnackt  agt.  Siehn, 
53  Barb.,  650). 

7.  Under  section  160  of  the  Code,  irrele> 
vant  or  redundant  matter  in  a  pleading 
may  be  stricken  out ;  but  this  section 
does  not  authorize  an  aitirt  answer,  or 
an  entire  defense  in  an  answer,  to  be 
sricken  oat  as  irrelevant  or  redundant. 
B^  irrelevant  or  redandant  matter  in 
ihit  section,  is  meant  matter  imperti- 
nently or  nnnecessaril  J  stated,  in  set- 
tin)^  forth  the  caiise  of  aciwn  in  t/ie  contr 
ptoMitj  or  the  defense,  or  a  defense^  in 
the  ansicer.  Although  an  answer  or 
defense  be  frivoUnu,  it  does  not  follow 
that  it  is,  or  mast  be,  irrelevant^  also. 
If  matters  set  np  in  an  answer  are 
relevant  to  the  cause  of  action  stated 
in  the  complaint;  that  is,  if  they  relate 
or  pertain  to  it ;  they  cannot  be  deemed 
irrelevant.     (Id.) 

8.  The  issue  formed  upon  a  plea  of  nul 
del  record  is  an  issue  of  fact,  within 
the  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
requiring  all  issues  of  £EU$t  to  be  tried 
by  a  jury,  except  in  case  of  a  reference. 
(2  JS.  i9.,  409,  $  4.)    [Id.) 

9.  By  the  well  settled  rules  of  pleading, 
each  answer  mnst  of  itself  be  a  com- 
plete answer  to  the  whole  complaint ; 
as  perfectly  so  as  if  it  stood  alone. 
Unless  in  terms  it  adopts  or  refers  to 
the  matter  contained  m  some  other 
answer,  it  must  be  tested  as  a  pleading, 
alone  by  the  matter  itself  contains. 
{Baldwin  agt.  The  United  SieUet  Telt- 
graph  Campany,  54  Barb.  505.) 


APPEAL. 

1.  It  was  the  intention  of  the  law,  allow- 
ing appeaU  fi*om  iustice's  courts  to  the 
county  court,  **  when  the  amount  of  the 
claim  or  claims  for  which  jud^ent 
was  demanded  by  either  party  in  his 
pleadings  in  the  court  below  shall  ex- 
ceed fifty  doUarH,"  not  to  allow  either 
party  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court, 
unless  judgment  for  a  sum  exceeding 


fifty  dollars  is  demanded^  in  a  proper 
case,  in  good  faith.    [Houghton  agt. 
Kenyan,  ante,  107.) 

2.  Where  an  action  is  brought  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  claiming  Uess  than  $50 
damages,  the  defendant  has  a  right  to 
draw  his  answer  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  have  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court, 
in  the  event  of  his  being  unsuccessfol 
in  the  court  below,  provided,  his  de- 
fenses are  not  sham  or  false,  and  are 

§  leaded  in  good  faith,  and  are  proper 
efenses  to  the  cause  of  action  set  out 
in  the  complaint.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  plaintiff  succeeds  before 
the  justice  on  the  triid  of  an  issue  of 
general  denial  in  recovering  judgment 
for  the  amount  of  his  claim — ^being  less 
than  $50 :  And  the  defendant  appeals 
for  a  new  trial  in  the  countv  court,  upon 
other  defenses  interposea,  claiming  a 
judgment  of  over  $oO,  and  such  de- 
fenses are  clearly  sham  and  false,  they 
will  be  stricken  out  by  the  coimty 
court,  on  motion,  and  the  appeal  or- 
dered to  be  heard  by  argument,  upoo 
the  justice's  return.    {Id.) 

4.  A  justice's  juagment,  rendered  on  the 
verdict  of  a  jury,  for  the  defendant,  in 
an  action  of  trespass,  will  be  reversed 
by  the  county  court  on  appeal,  where 
it  appears  tliat  the  plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  nominal  damagee  only. 
{Sear let  agt.  Cronk,  ante,  320.) 

5.  An  order  made  at  the  circuit,  before 
trial,  that  **the  defendant  pay  forth- 
with the  amount  demanded  in  tne  com- 
plaint and  the  costs  of  the  action  to  be 
taxed;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  not 
move  his  action  for  trial,  unless  the 
defendant  fiEuled  to  pay  forthwith  such 
damages  and  costs,*^  is  appeatdblCf 
{Jones  agt.  Ctue,  ante,  349.) 

6.  Where  a  defendant  insists  upon  a  de- 
fense, until  his  cause  is  called  and 
moved  for  trial  by  the  other  party,  he 
cannot  then  put  an  end  to  tne  action 
by  payment,  without  being  liable  to 

pay  a  trial  fee  if  the  plaintiff  insists 
upon  iu    {Id.) 

7.  On  an  appeal  fW>m  a  judgment  in  a 
justice's  court  to  the  cocmty  court,  the 
justice  cannot  be  compelled  to  return 
the  evidence  taken  before  him  on  the 
trial,  where  the  case  is  a  proper  one 
for  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court 
{ffobbe  agt  Wetfierwax,  ante.  2»5.) 

8.  And  whether  the  case  is  a  proper  one 
for  a  new,  trial  in  the  coanty  court, 
depends  upon  the  amount  stat«d  and 
clitiuied  in  the  pleadings — it  must  ez- 
md$50.     {Id.) 
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9.  It  ia  donbtfnl  whether  an  appeal  to 
the  sapreme  court  can  be  taken  ji^m 
an  order  of  a  ooantj  coart  denying  a 
new  trial,  nntil  after  judgment,  and 
then  only  in  connection  with  an  ap- 
peui  from  the  judgment.  {Taylor  agt. 
ScvnlUy  54  Barb.  34.) 

10.  Although,  under  section  122  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure,  the  court  may  de- 
termine any  coatroTersy  between  the 
parties  before  it,  yet  where  neither  of 
the  defendants,  in  liis  answer,  demands 
of  the  court  any  relief,  as  against  the 
others,  but  each  merely  asks  that  the 
complaint  be  dismissed  as  to  him,  it  is 
too  late  to  demand  any  more,  on  appeal. 
{Oarvey  agL  JarvU,  d4  Barb.  179.) 

11.  An  order  made  by  the  court,  in  pro- 
ceedings supplementary  to  execution, 
directing  a  cTefendant  to  be  punished 
for  a  contempt  in  not  answering 
questions  propounded  to  him  concern- 
ing his  propeily  and  business,  is  an 
appealable  order,  under  the  Code. 
M  248.  349,)  as  affecting  a  substantial 
right    (Forha  v    WUlard,  54  Barb. 

12.  Orders  which  impose  upon  a  party 
to  an  action  such  a  charge  as  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  not  as  the  condition 
upon  which  some  favor  or  relief  is 
^■anted  to  him  to  which  he  is  not  en- 
titled as  a  matter  of  right,  but  imposed 
upon  him  absolutely,  as  an  obligation 
and  duty,  affect  a  substantial  right,  if 
he  ought  not  to  pay  it,  or  a  greater 
amount  is  imposed  than  he  oa^ht  to 
be  subjected  to.  Such  an  order  is  not 
in  the  sole  discretion  of  the  judge  who 
makes  it,  but  is  the  exercise  of  a  legal 
discretion,  which,  it  erroneous,  may 
be  reviewed  and  corrected.  (Leslie 
agt.  Leslie,  6  Abb.  N.  8. 193.) 

13.  An  appeal  lies  to  the  court  at  general 
term  from  an  order  in  a  divorce  suit 
imposing  upon  the  husband  the  pay- 
ment of  an  allowance  for  the  support 
of  his  wife  pending  the  htigation. 
{Id.) 

14.  In  what  cases  the  N.  Y.  superior 
court  will  order  a  re-argument  on  the 
around  of  an  alleged  misapprehension 
By  the  court  of  a  recent  decision  of  an 
appellate  court  {8miih  agt  Miller^ 
6  Abb.  N.  S.  234.) 

15.  This  court  will  not  review  a  case 
upon  the  exceptions  to  findings  of  fact, 
or  the  omiBfiion  to  find  other  facts  not 
found.    {Lewis  agt.  IngersoU,  1  Keyes^ 

16.  On  an  appeal  from  the  special  to  the 
general  term,  the  undertaking  pro- 
vided for  bv  section  335  of  the  Code 


oonstitntes  no  part  of  the  appeaL  Its 
only  effect  is  to  stay  proceedings  apon 
the  judgment  {Qenler  agt.  Melds,  I 
Keyes  4§3.) 

17.  It  would  be  error  for  the  generai 
term  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from  the 
special  term  because  the  appellant  had 
failed  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the 
special  term  to  execute  a  new  under- 
taking.   {Id.) 

18.  This  case  presents  merely  a  question 
of  the  construction  of  the  language 
oonstituting  a  clause  of  the  contract. 
IBlossbury,  dbe.,  B.  B.  Co.  agt  TvMa 
B.  B.  Co.,  1  Keyes,  486.) 

19.  A  patent  ambiguity  in  a  written  con- 
tract candot  be  explained  by  parol 
evidence.    (Id.) 

20.  No  appeal  lies  from  a  judgment  by 
default    {Id.) 

21.  In  matters  of  mechanic's  lien  in  the 
county  of  Erie,  the  court  acquires 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  by 
the  personal  service  of  the  notice  re- 
qnired  by  statute  upon  the  opposite 
party  within  the  time  required  by  law. 
(Maltby  agt  Green,  I  Keyes^  54&) 

22.  When  there  is  any  evidence  of  a  eon- 
flicting  character  touching  material 
issues  the  question  is  one  for  the  jury, 
and  their  hnding  is  conclusive  aa  re- 
spects this  court    {Id.) 

23.  If  there  are  errors  in  the  findings  of 
the  jury,  the  correction  must  be  made 
at  general  term — if  the  special  term 
sustains  the  verdict — otherwise  the 
party  is  withont  remedy.  {Oodfrty 
agt  Johnson,  1  Keyes,  556.) 

24.  Where  a  referee  in  his  report  has 
found,  as  a  question  of  fact,  rnat  title 
and  the  right  to  convey  were  in  the 
vendor  at  the  time  the  conveyance 
was  made,  this  court  will  not  review 
the  evidence  in  the  case  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  such  conclusion  ia 
or  is  not  erroneous.  {Fdmham  agt 
HolchJeiu,  2  Keyes,  9.) 

25.  This  court  is  bound  to  take  the  fiicta 
as  they  are  stated  in  the  case  to  have 
been  found  by  the  judge  or  referee, 
and  compare  the  judgment  rendered 
with  those  statements  of  fact  and  if 
the  judgment  is  in  conformity  with 
the  facts  as  foimd,  it  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed.   {Id.) 

26.  This  court  cannot  review  the  decision 
of  a  referee  where  the  facte  are  not 
found,  nor  his  legal  conclusions  stated 
and  properlv  excepted  to.  {Strattstk 
agt.  Cornjield,  2  Kofes,  55) 

27.  A  judgment  of  reversal  of  the  report 
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of  a  referee  will  not  be  deemed  to  have 
been  reversed  on  aaestions  KAfacL  an- 
less  so  stated  in  tne  jadgment  of  re- 
versal. (Code,  $268.)  (TA^m^MOHagt 
Menjck,  2  KeyeSy  82.) 

28.  This  court  will  not  send  back  a  case 
to  the  coart  below,  to  amend  its  order 
bv  reversing  the  findings  of  fact, 
tnongh  it  appear  from  the  opinion  of 
the  conrt  below  that  it  was  the  intti^ 
Hon  to  reverse  those  findings,  bat  the 
order  of  reversal  fails  to  express  that 
intent.    {Id.) 

VQ.  It  Meemt  that  an  order  of  the  supreme 
court,  vacating  a  sale  under  foreclos- 
ure of  a  mortgage,  and  opening  the 
judgment  therein,  is  not  appealable- 
(McBeynoldt  agt.    Munntf  U  KeyeSf 

30.  It  Menu  that  an  order  by  the  special 
term,  vacating  a  Judgment  U|)on  the 
ground  of  fraud  and  collusion,  is 
within  its  discretion  and  will  not  be 
reviewed  by  this   court.      {Baldwin 

Mayor  i  Sc,,  of  New  Torh^2  Keyes^ 

) 

31.  An  appellate  tribunal  has  no  author* 
ity  to  reverse  a  judgment  by  reason 
or  defects  in  the  pleadings  which 
neither  surprised  nor  misled  the  ap- 
pellant, and  which  affected  none  of  his 
substantial  rights.  {Johnaon  agt.  ITo- 
(hom,  11  Keyes,  476.) 

32.  In  this  court  the  report  of  a  referee, 
so  far  as  it  involves  questions  of  fact, 
is  not  open  for  review.  {ChamJberlam 
agt.  Prwr,  2  Keyee,  339.) 

33.  Where  no  exception  is  taken  to  a 
decision  of  the  court  it  is  acquiesced  in, 
and  Uie  ruling  cannot  afterwards  be 
reviewed.  {Boyer  agt.  Schofiddf  2 
Keyett  628.) 

34.  Upon  the  decision  of  a  referee  where 
no  case  is  made,  or  if  made  where 
there  is  no  sufficient  finding  of  facts, 
the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on  mo- 
tion, or  if  argued,  the  judgment  below 
will  be  affirmed.  {Goodyear  tigt.  Biek- 
op,  2Keyes,  651.) 

35.  However  irre{(ular  the  action  of  the 
referee  mav  be  in  the  conduct  of  the 
case,  his  final  conclusion  can  only  be 
reviewed  upon  a  case  made  m  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  Code.    (Id.) 


AfiBITBATIOK  AND  AWABD. 

6.  Assuming  that  any  members  of  the 
New  York  Gold  Exchange^  personally 
assenting  to  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws of  ue  association,  establish  there- 


by a  valid  contract  between  them  and 
the  other  members  of  the  association, 
the  only  binding  force  or  effect  that 
the  aevetUk  article  (which  provides  for 
settling  claims  and  differences  by  the 
arbitration  committee  thereby  ap- 
pointed) has  upon  such  members,  is 
that  it  shall  have  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  an  agreement  in  writiTig  made 
by  persons  to  submit  to  the  decision  of 
one  or  more  arbitrators  any  controversy 
existing  between  them,  {math  agt.  N. 
F.,  Gold  Exchanqe,  ante,  168). 

7.  By  the  Bevised  Statutes  a  party  is 
permitted  to  revoke  the  powers  of  the 
arbitrators  at  any  time  before  the  cause 
IS  finally  submitted  to  them  for  their 
decision.    (Id,) 

8.  The  plaintiffs  In  ttiis  case  had  a  right 
to  revoke  and  annul,  as  they  allege 
in  their  complaint  they  did,  any 
power  to  arbitrate,  they  may  have 
previously  conferred  upon  eitner  the 
Gold  Exchange  or  the  Arbitration 
Committee  thereof.    (Id.) 

9.  Whether,  therefore,  they  be  regarded 
as  members  of  the  defendants' organ- 
ization, as  they  didm  they  are  in  £eir 
original  complaint,  or  as  having  re- 
signed and  ceased  to  be  such  members, 
as  the)r  allege  in  their  supplemental 
complaint,  they  having  revoked  and 
annulled  any  contract  of  submission 
to  arbitration  they  may  have  made, 
any  action  which  the  G(old  Exchange 
or  the  Arbitration  Committee  thereof 
may  take  in  the  premises,  will  amount 
to  nothing,  l^e  defendants  cannot 
enforce  any  award  or  judgment  that 
they  may  make  or  render;  conse- 
quently the  plaintiffs  could  not  be 
affected  or  injured  by  it  in  any  way, 
and  are  not  entitled  to  a  temporary 
iignnction.    {Id), 

1.  An  award  cannot  be  impeached  ex- 
cept for  corruption,  partiality  or  gross 
misbehavior  in  the  arbitrators,  or  for 
some  palpable  mistake  of  the  law  or 
the  facts.  On  these  grounds  courts  of 
equity  interfere  to  set  aside  awards, 
nopn  the  same  principles  and  for  the 
same  reasons  which  jnstifV  their  inter- 
ference in  regard  to  other  matters, 
where  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  Nothing  short  of  this  will  an- 
swer as  a  ground  of  interferrenoe,  to 
set  aside  the  determinndon  of  these 
tribunals.  {P^hins  agt  Giles.  53 
Bairh,,  342.) 

2.  Where  no  mistake  of  fkct,  in  an 
award,  was  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
nor  was  it  averred,  in  terms,  that  the 
arbitrator  had  made  a  pidpable  mistake 
In  any  matter  of  law;    but  it  waa 
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averred  that  "  said  award  is  contrarj 
to  the  lawfal  rights  of  the  parties  in 
real  estate,"  specifyintf  the  error  to  be 
in  a  certain  holding  of  the  arbitrator : 

Beldj  that  this  was  rather  in  the  nature 
of  an  objection  and  exception  to  an 
erroneous  ruling  or  adjudgment  in  a 
matter  of  legal  construction,  than  an 
allesarion  of  a  palpable  mistake  in 
such  matter.    (Id.) 

3.  Mere  'unoertaintyf  in  an  award,  forms 
no  proper  ground  for  the  interference 
of  a  court  oT  equity,  to  set  it  aside.  If 
it  is  BO  nncertain  that  it  cannot  be 
executed,  or  enforced  at  law,  it  is 
Toid,  and  no  resort  to  a  court  ot  equity 
is  necessanr,  either  for  prevention  or 
relief.    (la.) 

4.  ffeld^  that  the  act  of  the  defendant  in 
makiug  and  serving  the  notices  of 
revocation  was  a  breach  of  the  agree* 
ment  to  submit;  and  that  those  acts 
havine  induced  the  three  persons 
named  to  refuse  to  make  a  report,  the 
executor  of  W.,  could  recover  of  the 
defendant  all  the  damages  he  had  sus- 
tained in  consequence  of  such  refusal, 
such  as  the  expenses  incurred  by  him 
in  employing  counsel,  procuring  the 
attendance  or  witnesses,  &c.  {MiUer 
agt.  PreaL  Ac,,  Junction  Canal  Co.,  53 
Barb.,  590). 

5.  There  is  no  valid  objection  to  regard- 
ing persons  appointed  by  parties 
pnrsuaut  to  the  above  statute  as  arbi- 
trators, although  they  are  not  design- 
ated in  the  act  either  as  appraisers,  or 
referees,  or  arbitrators ;  and  it  seems 
they  should  be  deemed  arbitrators,  and 
therefore  authorized  to  bear  evidence. 
(Id.) 


ABBEST. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  non-imrrison- 
ment  act  are  not  superseded  oy  the 
provisions  of  the  Code  of  Procedure 
relative  to  "  arrest  and  bail.''  {P»pU 
ex  reL,  Latorre  agt.  (ySrien,  6  Abb. 
N.  8.,  63). 

2.  Whenever  a  corporation  is  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  for  Ubel,  it  may 
also  procure  an  order  for  arrest  of  the 
defendant ;  for  the  wrong  is  an  infury 
to  the  *'  character,"  widiin  the  meaning 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Code.  IKnict- 
erbocker  Life  Int,  Co.,  agt  Hcclennef  6 
Abb.,  N,  S.J  9). 

3.  In  such  an  action,  when  tne  words 
complained  of  are  not  libelous  on 
their  face,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
sustain  an  order  of  arrest,  must  show, 
by  facts  and  circumstancesi  how  they 


became  libelous,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant, at  the  time  of  their  publication, 
knew  their  libelous  character.     (Id.) 

4.  Averments  in  the  complaint  that  the 
defendant,  intending  to  destroy  the 
reputation  of  the  plaintiffs  and  mjare 
their  business,  composed  and  published 
the  matters  complained  of ;  and  that 
bjr  reason  thereof  the  plaintiffs  were 
injured  in  their  reputation  and 
business,  and  lost  a  large  amount  of 

Ereminms  which  they  otherwise  would 
ave  received,  are  not  sufficient  proof 
of  malice  and  special  damage  to  snstaia 
an  order  of  arrest.    (Id.) 

5.  Where  the  cause  of  action  ia  such 
that  the  plaintiff,  if  suocessiiil,  may 
have  execution  against  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  the  superior  court 
usually  reqniie  proof  tnat  there  is 
danger  the  defendant  will  abscond,  to 
sustain  an  order  of  arrest  before  iudir- 
ment  {BnUt  agt.  BumetL  6  Abb.  Jf. 
S.,  302.) 

6.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Proce- 
dure, authorizing  arrests  in  dvil 
actions,  do  not  give  the  plaintiff  a 
right  to  arrest  tEe  defendant,  bat  it 
rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
judge  to  grant  or  refuse  an  order. 
[Knickerbocier  Life  Ins.  Co ,  agt. 
HocUtUe,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  9.) 

7.  The  exerdse  of  this  discretion  in 
granting  the  order,  by  the  judge 
to  whom  application  for  an  order  of 
arrest  is  maae,  may  be  reviewed  by 
another  judge  at  special  term,  upon  a 
motion  to  vacate  the  order.    (Id,) 

8.  A  defendant  arrested,  does  not,  by 
giving  bail,  preclude  himself  from 
q^uestioning  the  sufficiency  of  the  plain- 
tiff's complaint,  or  original  affioavita 
made  to  sustain  the  order.    (Id.) 

9.  So  far  as  the  fieusts  upon  which  an 
order  of  arrest,  in  an  action  of  tort, 
is  based  are  concerned,  the  court  will, 
in  ordinary  cases,  allow  the  order  to 
stand,  and  abide  tne  trial  of  the  iasuea. 
The  trurth  or  falsity  of  such  facts 
should  never  be  decided  on  a  motion. 
(Atf^ftm    agt    Blanchfield,  54    Barb,, 

10.  But  where,  after  the  perpetration.bj 
the  defendant  of  certain  alleged  frauds, 
in  the  purchase  of  stock  for  the  plain- 
tiff and  refusing  to  transfer  the  same 
to  him  or  to  refund  the  money  ad- 
vanced for  such  purchase,  there  was  a 
settlement  between  the  pardes,  and 
the  plaintiff  accepted  the  defendani's 
note  for  $700,  100  shares  of  a  spediied 
stock,  and  a  due-bill  for  5200  shares  of 
the  same  stock,  giving  a  receipt  stating 
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that  it  was  a  "receipt  and  settlement 
for  all  cliams"  which  he  held  against 
the  defendant: 

ffeldj  that  this  was  a  condonation  of  the 
toil,  and  a  waiver  of  ihe  plaintiff's 
right  to  arrest  the  defendant ;  and  that 
it  was  a  proper  case  for  vacating  the 
order  of  arrest,  on  motion.    {Id.) 

11.  Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  a 
case  where  the  defendant  is  sabject  to 
an  arrest  and  imprisonment,  it  should 
be  so  stated  in  the  jad|<ment,  if  the 
plaintiff  wishes  to  avail  himself  of 
such  remedy.  (OarpaUier  Bgt.  Willet, 
1  KeifeSf  510). 

12.  The  subsequent  indorsement  bv  the 
justice  that  execution  against  the  oodv 
IS  to  issue,  is  not  sufficient.  Snco 
entry,  to  be  availabe,  must  be  entered 
in  and  become  a  part  of  the  judgment. 
(Id,) 

13.  The  shftriff  when  sued  for  an  escape 
may  avail  himself  of  the  defense,  that 
the  defendant  was  not  subject  to  arrest 
on  the  execution.    {Id,) 

ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY. 

1.  A^iMlieeo/fA^McuKbasnofnrisdiction 
of  an  action  for  cutauU  and  baUery. 
{Ckapin  agt.  CoUt  antej  481.) 

22.  Where  the  complaint  contained  three 
counts— one  for  assault  and  battery, 
one  for  injury  to  plaintiff 's  bam,  and 
the  other  for  converting  sheep,  and  on 
the  trial  evidence  was  given  upon  all 
the  counts,  and  a  general  veroict  for 
plaintiffs  for  $20 : 

ffeld  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
cottt.    {Id.) 


ASSIGNEE  AND  ASSIGNOB. 

1.  The  assignee  of  a  mortgage  takes  sub* 
ject  to  all  the  equities  of  Uie  debtor  as 
avainst  the  assignor :  and  any  demand 
which  the  debtor  mignt  apply  or  set  off 
as  against  the  assignor,  may  be  so  ap* 
plied  or  set  off  as  against  the  assignee. 
{EaHley  agt.  Ta<Aam,  1  Keyet  fina.) 

2.  A  person  transferring  a  promissory 
note  is  not  the  assignor  of  a  thing  in 
action  within  the  meaning  of  seotion 
399  of  ihe  Code  of  Procedure.  {BartF- 
Utt  agt  Tofbox.  L  Keyet,  495.) 

3.  The  admission  of  distinct  facts  during 
a  negotiation  for  a  settlement,  is  com- 
petent evidence  against  the  party 
making  it.    {Id.) 


ASSIGNMENT  FOB  THE  BENEFIT 
OF  CBEDITOBS. 

1.  One  who  indorses  commercial  paper 
before  maturity,  for  the  accommodar 
tion  of  the  payees,  without  any  know- 
ledge of  the  fact  that  the  note  was 
executed  by  the  makers  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  payees,  upon  the  faith  of  a 
promise  by  the  latter  to  send  the 
makers  paper  sufficient  to  pay  ttie 
same,  and  that  such  promise  has  been 
onljr  partially  performed,  may,  after 
having  been  compelled  to  pay  toe  note, 
recover  the  amount  of  the  makers. 
(Watton  agt  ShuUUworth,  53  Barb. 
357.) 

2.  A  reooTery  in  such  an  action  will  not 
be  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the  ma- 
kers have  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a 
voluntary  assignment  of  their  propertv 
in  trust  for  their  creditors,  in  whion 
the  pluntiff  is  named  as  a  preferred 
creditor :  where  it  appears  that  no 
dividend  has  been  made  under  such 
assignment,  nor  any  application  made 
of  money  realized  from  the  assigned 

property,  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

3.  The  mere  acceptance  of  such  a  trust 
by  the  assignee,  will  not  have  the  ef- 
fect to  suspend  his  remedy  as  indorser, 
against  the  makers.    {Id.) 

4.  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors is  not  to  be  deemed  void,  as  a 
conclusion  of  law,  merely  from  the 
fact  that  the  assignors  did  not  disclose 
their  intent  to  make  it,  when  called 
upon  by  the  creditoi  for  payment 
{Place  agt  MilUr,  6  Abb.,  IT,  8,,  178.) 

5.  The  omission  to  do  any  of  the  acts  re- 
quired by  the  statute  to  render  valid 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
tors,  or  the  omission  of  a  partner  to 
)oin  in  making  such  an  assignment,  is 
nof  available,  upon  motion,  to  sustain 
an  attachment  as  against  the  assign- 
ment, except  so  fitf  as  snch  circum- 
stances bear  upon  the  question  of 
fraudulent  intent    (Id.) 

6.  It  teemt  that  where  the  assignment  of 
the  effects  of  a  copartnership,  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  prefers  the  credi' 
tors  of  the  individual  members  of  the 
firm,  it  is  competent,  in  order  to  rebut 
the  presumption  of  fraud,  for  those 
claiming  under  such  assignment,  and 
the  onus  *  is  upon  them,  to  show  that 
there  are  no  individual  debts  thus  pre- 
ferred. {Hurlbert  agt  Dean,  2  Keyet, 
97.) 

7.  Where  the  referee  in  snch  cose  report! 
as  a  conclusion  of  law  the  validity  of 
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■Qoh  Msignment,  apon  the  ground  that 
no  facts  DftYe  been  discloaed  showing 
the  existence  of  sach  individoal  debts, 
his  repNort  will  be  set  aside,  such  im^o- 
dve  evidence  being  insufficient  to  oyer- 
oome  the  presamption  of  fraad  in  such 
assignments    (Id.) 

8.  An  assignment  made  directly  to  cer- 
tain creditors  for  the  purpose  of  seear- 
iug  their  particolar  demands,  is  not  an 
assignment  in  trust,  and  is  notToid 
under  the  provisions  of  $  1,  2  R.  S., 
135.  (  Van  Buikirk  agt.  Warrtt^  2 
Keyet,  119.) 

9.  Where  an  assignment  is  made  directly 
to  a  party  having  a  beneficial  interest 
therein,  prima  fikcie  the  assignee  ac- 
cepts the  tide ;  and  the  on%it  is  upon 
the  party  claiming  in  hostility  to  show 
that  there  never  was  an  acceptance. 
{Id.) 

10.  An  assignment  unaccompanied  by  in- 
stantaneous delivery,  is  not  nece$»aril^ 
void  under  the  provisions  of  ^  6,  2  R. 
S.,  136.  It  is,  as  against  creditors  of 
the  assignor,  or  subsequent  purchasers 
in  goodfuth,^>rsfiMnpf«M^yiraudulent, 
and  he  burden  of  proof  to  overcome 
this  presumption  is  upon  the  assignee. 

11.  A  resident  of  this  state  executed  to 
divers  creditors,  also  with  one  excep- 
tion residents  of  this  state,  an  assign- 
ment  in  good  faith,  and  to  secure  uie 
claims  of  those  creditors  of  certain 
property  owned  by  him,  a  part  of 
which  consisted  of  iron  safes,  then  in 
the  assignor's  store  in  Chicago,  Illinois. 
Three  days  subsequent  to  this  assi^- 
ment,  ana  without  Knowledge  or  notice 
of  it,  and  before  the  assignees  had 
taken  possession  of  the  safes,  certain 
other  creditors  of  the  assignor,  also 
residents  of  this  state,  by  a  process  of 
attachment,  duly  issued  pursuant  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  attached 
and  levied  upon  said  safes,  and,  upon 
subsequent  notice  of  the  assignment 
and  demand  for  the  safes  by  Uie  assig- 
nees, the  same  was  refused.  The  ac- 
tion under  which  the  attachment  was 
made  was  prosecuted  to  judgment,  and 
the  safes  sold  under  an  execution  duly 
issued.  In  an  action  by  the  assignees 
against  the  judgment  creditors  for 
wnose  benefit  the  safes  wero  sold,  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  same :  it  was 

Mdd  that  by  the  assignment  the  title  to 
tiie  safes  vested  instantaneously  in  the 
assignees;  that  by  the  laws  of  this 
state  their  title  was  superior  to  that 
acquirod  svhtequently  unaer  the  attach- 
ment; that  in  an  action  in  this  state, 
t>etween  cit  zens  of  this  state,  in  regard 


to  a  contract  made  in  this  sfisto  eon- 
Teying  the  title  to  personal  property, 
it  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of 
this  state ;  and  that,  htnce^  the  assig- 
nees in  sach  action  against  such  judg- 
ment creditors  wera  entitled  to  recover. 
{Id.) 

ATTACHlfENT. 

1.  Whero  defendant's  damages  are  as- 
sessed upon  a  reference,  on  the  ditaUm- 
tion  of  an  injunetiony  the  court  maT 
order  the  plaintiff  to  pay  them,  and  if 
he  refuses,  may  enforce  the  payment 
thereof  by  attaehmaU,  {Paiterton  agt. 
BlootMT,  ante,  280.) 

2.  Where  in  such  case,  the  report  of  the 
referee  has  been  confirmed  in  a  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  plaintiff  was  a 
par^,  and  no  appeal  having  been  taken 
ny  him,  the  same  is  conclusive  upon 
him.    {Id.) 

3.  Kodoea  of  pendency  and  retnms  to 
attachments,  may  bie  amended  by  in- 
serting in  the  notices  and  inventoriesL 
a  specific  deecription  of  a  lot  of  laua 
omUted  fty  niutais.  ( Vanderhejfden  ngL 
Oarjff  ante,  367.) 

4.  On  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  attach- 
ment, which  turns  on  the  queatioa 
whetlier  the  bond  of  an  assignee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  had  been  filed 
when  Uie  attachment  was  issued,  a 
mere  denial  in  the  affidavit  of  the 
moving  party  that  the  security  was 
then  fisdi  without  evidence  6y  the 
certificate  of  the  county  clerk,  or 
otherwisop  on  the  point,  is  insufficient 
to  overcome  the  positive  statement  of 
the  assignee  that  it  was  filed  as  re- 

Suired  by  law.    {Place  agt.  MUler,  6 
166.  N,  S.  ITS.) 

5.  The  notice,  accompanying  an  attach- 
ment, to  be  served  by  the  sheriff  on  a 
third  person  who  is  in  possetwiou  of 
property  claimed  to  belong  to  the 
debtor,  may  describe  the  property  in 
general  terms,  without  specifying  ita 
precise  nature  and  amount.  {Drate 
agt  Ooodridffe,  54  Barb.  78.) 

6.  This  point,  which  was  so  decided  at 
special  term,  in  ChreenUaf  agt.  Mnn^ 
ford  (19  ^66.  469)  was  not  considered 
by  the  general  term,  in  that  case,  on 
app<Ml,  nor  was  the  ruling  of  the  special 
term  in  respect  to  it  oYerrnled.    [id.) 

7.  Where  the  defendant,  when  called 
upon,  on  several  occasions,  to  pay  the 
plaintiffs'  debt,  put  them  off,  statincr 
that  her  husband,  every  night,  took  an 
the  money  which  she^  had  received 
during  the  day  and  paid  it  to  persona 
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from  whom  she  had  bought  goods ; 
which  payment  was  disprovedi  by 
affiduvit ; 

ffeld,  that  the  act  of  the  defendant,  in  al- 
lowing her  hasbaud  to  take  possession 
of  all  Tier  money,  conpled  with  a  false- 
hood as  to  the  purpose  for  which  he 
tools  it,  was  to  be  deemed  done  with 
intent  to  defraud  her  creditors;  that 
she  was  therefore  amenable  to  the 
charge  of  having  "disposed  of"  her 
*'  property  with  intent  to  defraud " 
them ;  and  that,  consequently,  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  warrant  of 
attachment,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  229  of  the  Code.  {Andermm 
HgL  OBeiUy,  54  Barb.  G20.) 


ATTOKNET. 

1.  On  the  aUry  ofjudanunij  the  authority 
of  the  aUomeu  for  tne  defendant  ceases, 
and  he  is  at  liberty  to  employ  anotber 
attorney  in  the  action  without  an  order 
of  substitution.  {Sugan  agt.  Roaney, 
ante,  121.) 

2.  If  it  is  desired  to  obtain  possession  of 
papers  in  the  action  in  the  hands  of 
the  former  attorney,  an  independent 
proceeding  against  nim  is  necessary. 

Ua.) 

3.  Judgment  will  be  opened,  and  the  de- 
fendant let  in  to  defend,  &c.  on  terms, 
where  he  shows  an  excusable  neglect. 

4.  When  an  attorney  is  employed  by  a 
party,  the  law  implies  a  contract  be- 
tween them ;  and  before  a  new  part- 
ner of  the  attorney  can  be  made  a 
party  to  such  contract,  there  must  be 
some  agreement  or  understanding  to 
place  him  in  a  position  which  will  en- 
able him  to  mase  a  claim  ajgfainst  the 
client,  for  services  in  the  smt  {Damt 
agt  Pechj  54  Barb.  425. 

5.  In  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  sneh 
an  agreement,  or  the  substitution  of  the 
firm  as  the  attorneys  or  counsel  of  the 
party,  the  relation  of  attorney  and 
client  does  not  exist  between  the  firm 
and  such  party,  with  the  assent  of  the 
latter ;  and  consequently  the  attorney 
originally  employed  may  recover  for 
his  services  in  the  suit  in  an  action 
brought  by  him  alone.    (Id.) 

BANKKUPTCT. 

1.  A  witness  who  was  a  lawyer,  being 
under  examination  was  questioned, 
touching  a  certain  conveyance  made  to 
him  by  the  bankrupt  and  wife  and  a 
subsequent  conveyance  by  him  to  the 


wife,  and  refused  to  testify  thereon  as 
matter  within  the  privilege  of  confi- 
dential communications  between  attor- 
ney and  client: 

Seldf  on  the  facts  stated,  the  questions 
were  proper  and  must  be  answered, 
and  are  not  within  such  privilege. 
{Matter  of  Bellii  and  MilligtM,  ante, 
79.) 

2.  The  nsual  order  and  subposna  were 
issued  for  the  wife  of  banicrupt  to  at- 
tend before  the  register  and  be  sworn 
and  ^testify  as  a  witness.  She  fuled 
to  appear,  and  counsel  put  in  affidavit 
expuLuatory  of  her  non-attendance,  but 
questioned  the  authority  of  the  court 
to  compel  her  to  testify  in  this  cause : 

Held:  The  proper  proceeding  is  to  issue 
an  order  to  snow  cause  why  an  attach- 
ment should  not  issue  against  her. 
{Matter  of  BeUit  S  MUliffan,  anie^  88.) 

3.  A  r^fister  has  power  to  pass  upon  the 
satismctory  or  unsatisfactory  proof  of 
debts  but  where  a  question  of  law  or 
&ot  is  raised  in  respect  thereon^  the 
same  must  be  certiflea  for  the  decision 
of  the  judge  under  section  4.  {Matter 
of  Begerty  ante^  111.) 

4.  The  United  States  court  in  bankruptcy 
has  no  lurisdiotion  or  power,  to  inter- 
fere witn  or  to  arrest  the  proceedings 
of  a  state  court,  in  the  ordinary  and 
legitimate  administration  of  justice. 
{Olark  agt  BintUngerf  ante,  34l.) 

5.  Consequently,  in  an  action  in  the  state 
court  between  partners,  for  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  copartnership  and  for  tiie 
winding  up  of  the  business  of  the  firm. 
&c,  in  which  an  injunction  is  granted 
and  a  receiver  appointed,  who  has  taken 
possession  of  the  partnership  property, 
an  aatignee  ta  bankruptcy  proeeedinae, 
commenced  subsequently  against  l^e 
same  parties  in  the  United  States  dis- 
trict court,  has  no  right  to  demand  of 
the  receiver  possession  and  control  of 
the  property  in  charge  of  the  latter ; 
and  where  this  is  done  by  the  assignee, 
he  will  be  deepied  in  conten^t  by  the 
state  court    {Id) 

6.  Where  solicitor  of  bankrupt  moved 
that  the  assignee  be  ordered  to  amend 
his  return  in  a  certain  respect,  but  noth- 
ing appeared  to  show  wherein  such 
amendment  was  proper  or  neoessarv, 
or  what  interest  of  the  bankrupt  woula 
be  effected : 

Heidf  the  assignee,  on  this  certificate  not 
showing  the  facts,  is  not  required  to 
make  the  amendment  (Matter  of 
Kingon,  ante,  392.) 
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BANKS  AND  BANKER& 

1.  When  a  banker  has  tbe  fonds  of  a 
firm  depoBited  with  him  for  the  par- 
pose  of  ite  especial  bosiness,  and  when 
tie  knows  that  one  of  the  firm  is  en- 
ffaf^ed  in  iudividnal  specnlations,  and 
oe  trauafers  these  fands  to  the  sepa- 
rate account  of  this  member,  and  with 
knowledge  that  the  latter  appropri- 
ates the  funds  to  snch  speculations,  the 
banker  is  liable  for  the  fands  thus  mis^ 
api>lied,  unless  they  first  assure  him  of 
their  eonsent.  IJSiiUngt  agt.  Meias, 
53  Barb,  272,) 

2.  The  act  of  congress,  approTed  Feb- 
ruary 25,  1863,  entitled  ^'An  act  to 
provide  a  nationid  currency,"  does  not 
anthorize  the  directors  of  a  bank  in- 
corporated under  its  provisions  and  in 
conformity  with  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  this  state,  passed  March  9, 
1865,  entitled  "an  act  enabling  the 
banks  of  this  state  to  become  associ- 
ations for  tbe  purpose  of  banking 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,'' 
to  create,  by  a  bylaw,  a  lien  in  favor 
of  the  bank  on  the  stock  held  by  stock- 
holders, for  the  security  of  debts  due 
by  them  to  the  bank.  (Botenhack  agt 
Sail  Sprimgt  NaL  BcmL  53  Ba/rb. 
495.) 

3.  A  by-law  declaring  that  no  transfer 
of  the  stock  of  the  association  shall  be 
made  without  the  consent  of  the  board 
of  directors,  by  any  stockholder  who 
shall  be  liable  to  the  association  either 
as  principal  debtor  or  otherwise,  if  not 
void  because  it  provides  for  a  forfeit- 
ure of  stock,  is  void  because,  without 
express  authority,  it  attempts  to  im- 
pose a  lien  upon  its  stock.    \ld.) 

4.  The  power  to  declare  a  lien  upon 
stock,  by  means  of  a  by-law,  is  not 
expressly  conferred  upon  the  national 
banking  associations,  by  the  act  of 
con^ss;  nor  has  it  been  incidentally 
or  impliedly  conferred  upon  them. 
Yet  the  lien  may  exist,  if  provided  for 
in  the  articles  oi  association.    (Id.) 

&  An  appeal  from  a  judgment,  in  the 
name  ot  a  state  bank  subsequently 
meiged  in  a  national  bank,  is  the 
d^ente  of  a  ntitj  within  the  meaning 
of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature,  of  March  9,  1865,  [Lawt 
Of  1865,  p.,  169.)  which  provides  that 
any  state  bank,  by  its  organisation 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  surrendered 
its  state  charter,  but  that  "  every  such 
bank  shall  nevertheless  be  continued 
a  body  corporate  for  the  term  of  three 
years  •  *  for  the  purpose  of  prott- 
aUing  and  de/endinff  suitt   by    and 


against  it,  and  of  enabling  it  to  close 
its  concerns,"  &c.  And  if  such  appeal 
is  taken  within  the  three  years  rrom 
the  time  of  its  oonveruon  into  a 
national  bank,  the  ^  state  bank  most 
be  deemed  to  continue  in  existence 
eu  to  »ueh  appeal  or  defaue  of  the  suit, 
until  the  appeal  is  heard  and  de- 
termined. CUaJlw  agt.  The  Fairmen 
and  OUizau  Bank  of  ijona  Island,  (54 
Barb,,  228).  -^       -^         "^  ^ 

6.  In  ease  of  the  failure  of  the  national 
bank,  and  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, such  receiver  may  take,  and 
has  a  right  to  prosecute,  such  appeal, 
under  section  L2l  of  the  Code.    (icL ) 

7.  Where  one  l>anker  receives  from 
another  a  promissory  note,  made  by 
third  persons,  for  collection  merely, 
with  instructions  to  remit  the  proceeds, 
when  paid,  in  a  draft,  which  note  is 
subsequently  paid  by  the  makers,  the 
receiver  giving  credit  therefor  to  the 
person  from  whom  he  receives  it^ 
without  any  knowledge  or  notice  that 
any  other  person  than  the  one  trans- 
mitting it  to  him  has  any  interest 
therein,  he  has  a  right  to  retain  the 
proceeds  as  aoainst  the  tme  owner,  on 
aocount  of  a  oalanoe  due  to  him  from 
the  transmitter.  (ZHc/benoa  agU  Wason, 
54  Barb.,  230). 

8.  The  stockholders  of  a  bank  organised 
under  the  laws  of  this  state,  that 
becomes  insolvent,  are  not  entitled  to 
reoeive  or  have  divided  among  them- 
selves any  of  the  assets  of  the  bank 
until  its  debts  and  liabilities  are  fully 

Skid  and  discharged.    {HoUister  agk 
oUUterBank,2Keyes,2i5). 

9.  The  stockholders  of  an  insolvent 
bank  had  been  SMPseed  npon  Iheir 
capital  stock  to  supply  a  deficiency  in 
the  assets  of  such  oank  to  pay  in  Aill 
its  liabilities  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  ($  7,  art.  8,)  and 
of  chapter  226,  Laws  of  (849,  a  part 
of  which  assessment  or  apportionment 
proved  to  be  nnoolleciibie,  owing  to 
the  insolvency  of  the  stockholders  and 
other  causes.  Upon  an  application  by 
the  receiver  to  the  supreme  court  for 
an  order  to  divide  the  residue  of  the 
assets  in  his  hands  pro  rata  among  the 
creditors,  certain  of  the  stockholders 
who  had  paid  their  ratable  proportion 
of  the  apportionment  made  upon  them 
as  aforesaid,  appeared  and  claimed 
that  by  virtue  oi  such  payment  they 
had  become  creditors  of  the  bank  and 
were  entitled  with  other  creditors  to 
be  included  in  such  pro  rata  distriba- 
tion: 

Seld,  that  they  could  not  occupy  the 
anomalous  position  of  debtors  and 
creditors  at  tne  same  time.    (Id,) 


NEW  TOBE  FBACnCE  BEPOBTS. 


551 


Digest 


10.  That  they  are  by  the  statate  made 
debtors  to  the  creditors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  mast  remain  such  nntu  the 
creditors  are  paid  the  amount  of  the 
apportionment    (Id.) 

11.  It  follows  that  as  that  apportionment 
was  neyer  whoU^  collected,  it  coold 
not  be  whollj  paid  and  the  debts  of 
the  corporation  thereby  discharsed; 
and  that  any  assets  of  the  bank  m>m 
which  moneys  had  been  realized  by 
the  reeeiyer,  since  snch  apportionment 
upon  Uie  stockholders  mast  be  applied 
to  the  payment  so  far  as  they  woald 
go,  of  saon  debts.    (Id. ) 

12.  In  short,  the  condition  proyided  for 
in  section  24,  of  chapter  SSH,  Laws  of 
1849,  under  which  stockholders  may 
become  entitled  to  a  distribation  of 
the  assets  of  the  bank,  had  not  been 
reached.    {Id.) 

13  The  doctrine  in  27  N.  F.,  393,  com- 
mented on  and  approyed  by  DAyiBS, 
J.  (Id.) 


BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PBO- 
MISSOBY  NOTES. 

1.  Any  act  of  an  indorser  of  a  promissory 
note,  calculated  to  pat  the  holder  on 
his  goard,  and  preyent  him  from  treat- 
ing the  note  as  he  would  otherwise 
haye  done,  is,  in  indgment  of  law,  a 
waiyer  of  demana  and  notice.  Thus, 
where  the  holder  of  a  note  told  the 
indorser,  sixteen  days  before  it  fell 
doe,  that  the  maker  wanted  the  note 
to  remain  another  year,  and  asked  him 
if  he  was  willing,  and  the  indorser  re- 
plied that  he  was  willing  to  let  it  re- 
main, and  at  the  same  time  took  the 
note  and  looked  it  oyer,  and  said  it 
was  a  good  note : 

Held,  that  this  excused  a  demand,  and 
notice  of  non-payment  {Shddon  agt 
BorU^  53  Bwrh.  23.) 

%  In  order  to  make  the  receiying  of  the 
note  of  a  third  person,  by  a  yendor, 
from  the  yendee,  a  payment  of  the 
price,  there  must  be  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties  that  such  note  shall 
De  taken  by  the  yendor  in  payment 
for  the  property  sold.  {OiJlmtk  agt 
Tobyy  53  Barb.  191.) 

3.  When  the  sale  and  deliyery  of  the 
property  and  the  transfer  of  the  note 
are  at  the  same  time,  a  prttwuption 
arises  that  the  parties  agreed  to  an 
exchange  of  property ;  that  is,  that  the 
yendor  should  sell  and  deliyer  his  pro- 
perty for  the  note  to  be  transferrea  by 
the  other  party;  and  the  agreement 
being  execated,  the  note  is  taken  at  P 


the  risk  of  the  party  taking  it  for  his 
property,    {Id) 

4.  The  fact  of  a  simultaneous  exchange 
is  the  eyidence  from  which  the  agree- 
ment is  praumed.  But  this  presump- 
tion is  not  conclusive.  The  party  tak- 
ing the  note  may  show  that  it  was 
not  the  agreement  that  he  should  take 
the  note  at  his  own  risk,  in  exchange 
for  his  property.    {Id.) 

5.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note 
made  by  the  deiendants,  payable  to  the 
plaintiff  or  his  order,  tne  defendants 
set  up  a  defense  that  the  note  belonged 
to  the  plaintiff  and  one  V.  as  partners, 
under  the  firm  name  of  "  M.  k,  Co. :" 
and  they  set  up  a  counter-claim  in 
their  favor  against  M.  &  V.,  as  such 
partners.  On  the  trial  they  gave  eyi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  money 
advanced,  and  for  which  the  note  was 
given,  wa^  advanced  in  pursuance  of 
a  contract  between  them  and  M.  ^  Co. 
and  was  the  money  of  M.  &  Co. ;  also 
to  show  a  breach  of  the  contract  by 
M.  6l  Co.,  and  that  damages  had  ao 
crued  to  the  defendanta  from  such 
breach.  {Myndene  agt  Snooh,  53 
Barh.  234.; 

6.  The  plaintiff  testified  that  the  money 
adyanoed  was  his  money,  and  that  the 
note  belonged  to  him,  and  V.  had  no 
interest  in  the  same  or  in  the  money. 
{Id.) 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  owning  and  hold- 
ing the  note  in  his  own  right  could 
maintain  an  action  thereon,  in  his  own 
name  alone,  to  recover  the  amount  due 
by  its  terms.  And  that  if  the  question 
or  exclusive  ownership  of  the  note  by 
the  plaintiff  was  of  any  importance,  it 
should  have  been  submitted  to  ue 
jury  ;  at  least  the  i>laintiff  should  not 
nave  been  non->suited  on  that  ques- 
tion   {Id.) 

7.  The' note,  in  such  a  case,  is  no  part  of 
the  agreement,  but  a  separate  and  in- 
dependent promise  made  by  the  defen- 
dants in  execution  and  falnllmentjpro 
tantOf  of  that  part  of  the  agreement  on 
their  part    (id.) 

8.  One  who  indorses  commercial  paper 
before  maturity,  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  payees,  without  any  know- 
ledge of  the  fact  that  the  note  waa 
executed  by  the  makers  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  payees,  upon  the  faith  of  a 
promise  by  the  latter  to  send  the 
makers  paper  sufllcient  to  pay  tHe 
same,  and  thai  such  promise  has  been 
onljr  partially  performed,  may.  after 
having  been  compelled  to  pay  the  note, 
recover  the!  amount  of  the  makers. 
{Watum  agt  ShUUMnrthy  53  Barb. 
357.) 
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9.  A  recovery  in  sach  an  action  will  not 
be  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the  ma* 
kers  have  execated  to  the  plaintiff  a 
volantary  aesignmeDtof  their  property 
in  trust  for  their  creditors,  in  whicn 
the  plaintiff  is  named  as  a  preferred 
creoitor;  where  it  appears  that  no 
dividend  has  been  made  nnder  snch 
assignment^  nor  any  application  made 
of  money  realized  from  the  assigned 

property,  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

10.  The  mere  aeoeptanoe  of  snch  a  tmst 
by  the  assignee,  will  not  have  the  ef- 
fect to  suspend  his  remedy  as  indorser, 
against  the  maker*,    {id,) 

11.  The  parties  to  commercial  paper  are 
liable  in  the  order  in  which  their 
names  appear  upon  the  same.  Hence, 
if  a  second  indorser  is  compelled  to 
pay  the  amonnt,  he  ma^  reoover  the 
same  in  an  action  against  the  ma- 
kers.    (Id.) 

12.  Although  the  sale  of  a  bid  for  a  con- 
tract upon  public  works  is  illegal  and 
void,  yet  ir  the  purchaser  gives  his 
note  for  the  purchase  money^  for 
the  benefit  of  several  persons  inter- 
ested in  the  bid,  and  afterwards 
pays  it  to  one  of  them,  the  latter  can- 
not set  up  the  illegality  of  such  sale, 
to  avoid  the  payment  to  one  of  the 
payees,  of  his  share  of  the  note. 
(Woodworth    agt   BenmU,  53   BaH>, 

13.  Such  a  note  cannot  be  enforced,  as 
between  the  immediate  parties  to  it 
The  maker  can  snccessAilly  resist  the 
payment  thereof;  and  the  defense  of 
the  illegality  of  the  transaction  out  of 
which  the  note  arose,  would  be  a  per- 
fect defense  to  an  action  brought  to 
collect  it,  it  teems,    {Id,) 


14.  The  defendants,  on  the  transfer  of  a 
customer's  note  to  the  plaintiff,  amed 
to  indorse  it,  and  waive  demand  and 
notice,  and  thereupon  made  the  folloW' 
ing  indorsement  thereon,  si^ed  by 
them,  in  their  firm  name :  "1  waive 
demand  of  protest." 

Beldf  that  the  language  of  the  indorse- 
ment might  be  construed  as  implying 
an  intention  to  waive  both  demana 
and  notice.  {Pdrter  agt  Kemball^  53 
Barb,  467.) 

Alio  held,  that  if  the  language  of  the  in- 
dorsement was  too  inoefinite  and  un- 
certain to  express  a  legal  contract,  the 
plaintiff  might  resort  to  parol  evidence 
to  establish  one,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  written  indorsement.    {Id,) 

15.  A  check,  after  having  been  indorsed 
by  the  payee  and  another  person*  was 


preaented  at  the  bank,  and  certified  to 
be  "^[ood."  ^  Subsequently,  the  draw- 
er, discovering  that  he  had  been  de- 
frauded, directed  the  bank  not  to  pay 
the  check ;  and  when  it  was  preaented 
for  payment,  the  latter  wrot«  across 
its  nice,  *' payment  stopped.**  and  re- 
turned it  to  the  payee.  The  latter, 
after  erasing  the  words,  "payment 
stopped,"  so  that  they  could  not  bo 
read,  and  affixing  a  revenue  stamp 
over  the  erasure,  transferred  the  check 
to  another  person,  through  whom  the 

{>laintiff  received  it  in  deposit  for  col- 
ection,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, in  good  faith,  without  knowledge 
or  notice  of  the  circumstances,  and 
without  sufficient  appeariug  on  its 
face  to  put  the  plaintiff  on  inquiry. 

Meld,  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  deemed 
a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  check  ibr 
value,  and  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  thereof  from  the  drawee. 
{Nauau  Bank  agt  Broadway  BanJt,  54 
Barb.Q36,) 

16.  At  the  time  a  promissory  note  was 
made,  the  maker  and  indorser  both  re- 
sided in  Bochester,  at  which  place  the 
note  W8S  dated,  and  it  was  discounted 
at  the  plaintiff's  bi^nk,  which  was  also 
located  (here,  and  where  the  plaintiffs 
resided. 

Eeld,  that  the  plaintiflk  had  the  right, 
when  the  note  matured,  to  assume  tnat 
the  indorser  still  resided  in  Rochester, 
and  to  act  accordingly  in  taking  the 
requisite  steps  to  charge  him  as  such, 
unless  they  knew  that  in  the  mean- 
time he  had  changed  his  residence. 
( Ward  agt  Pemw,  dl  Barb,  89.) 

Seldj  also,  that  the  information  on  that 
point,  possessed  by  the  notary  who 
protested  the  note,  must  be  decerned 
information  possessed  also  by  the  hold- 
er of  the  paper,  at  the  time  of  its  ma- 
turity.   {Id) 

17.  And  the  notary  having  demanded 
payment  of  the  note,  properly,  and 
^ven  the  proper  notice  to  chari^  the 
indorser,  by  addressing  it  to  him  at 
Kochester,  and  depositing  it  in  the 
post-office  there,  so  addressed,  with 
the  postage  prepaid : 

Held,  that  the  indorser  was  clearly 
charged  and  duly  fixed  as  such,  unless 
the  plaintifis,  or  the  notary,  knew  that 
he  aid  not  then  reside  in  Rochester, 
but  had,  during  the  time  the  note  was 
running  to  maturity,  removed  to  anoth- 
er place.    (Id,) 

18.  And  that  question  having  been  fairly 
submitted  to  the  jury,  who  found  for 
the  plaintiffs  expressly  ou  that  issuep 
it  was 
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Beld  that  this  was  entirely  ooneliiaiye. 

19.  Where  notes  given  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  as  **  receiver  of  the  W. 
bank,"  for  money  lent  by  the  latter 
npon  checks  si^ed  by  him  as  ''receiv- 
er, &c./'  were  ludoned  by  the  plaintiff 
as  *'  receiver  SloV  : 

Beld,  that  by  snoh  indorsement  the  title 
to  the  not«8  was  transferred  to  the 

Elaintiff  individually,  nud^  prima /acie^ 
ecame  vested  in  him;  ana  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  proof  to  the  contrary, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  proseonte 
them  in  his  iudividoal  character ;  he 
testifying,  without  contradiction,  that 
these  were  individual  transactions. 
( Davit  agL  P^k,  54  Barb,  425.) 

90.  Held,  alio,  that  snch  notes  having 
been  received  in  evidence,  with  the  in* 
dorsements,  without  any  objection 
being  made  that  the  indorsements 
were  not  proved,  or  any  point  being 
taken  on  that  account,  tne  fact  that 
the  plaintiff  had  used  money  in  his 
hands  as  receiver,  in  making  some  of 
the  loans  on  the  notes  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  establish  that  they  did  not 
belong  to  him  individually ;  especially 
where  there  was  evidence  to  show 
that  on  a  meeting  between  the  parties 
in  the  presence  of  an  accountant,  for 
the  puisose  of  having  their  accounts 
looked  over  ^c,  and  a  balance  struck, 
the  notes  were  presented  by  the  plain- 
tiff  as  an  individual  claim  against  the 
defendant,  and  were  recognized  by 
the  latter,  as  such,  without  objection. 

21.  The  fact  that  the  maker  of  a  note 
holds  and  puts  it  into  circulation  for 
his  own  advantage,  is  notice  to  the 
party  taking  it  that  whatever  indorse- 
ments may  be  upon  it  were  made  for 
his  benefit,  and  not  in  the  course  of 
business.   [FuUl«»  agt.  Lakent,  6  Ahb, 

22.  The  indorser  of  a  non-negotiable  note 
is  not  entitled  to  notice  oi  demand  of, 
and  of  non-payment  by,  the  maker 
thereof.  By  indorsement  before  de- 
livery or  before  negotiating  it,  he  may 
be  treated  as  maker.  {Biehardt  agt. 
Waring  1  Keyei,  576.) 

23.  Where  a  party  writes  his  name  upon 
the  back  of  a  note  not  negotiable,  there 
being  no  contract  of  inoorsement,  the 
courts  give  effect  to  it  by  allowing  the 
holder  to  overwrite  the  indorser's 
name  with  tiie  real  contract,  either  as 
maker  or  guarantor.    {Id.) 

S4.  An  order  by  a  bank,  having  funds 
deposited  to  its  credit  in  New  York, 
to  deliver  the  cash  to  G.  W.  K.,  or 


order,  is  substantially  equivalant  to 
an  ordinary  bill  of  exchange.  ( Weed- 
mrt  Bank  agt.  Park  Bank,  2  Keyea 

25.  Such  an  order  is  not  subject  to 
revocation,  after  the  amount  has  been 
passed  to  the  credit  of  the  payee,  and 
applied  in  payment  ot  his  checks 
and  notes  in  the  usual  course  of 
business.    {Id.) 

26.  Where  a  party  executed  six  several 
notes  payable  at  from  two  to  seven 
months  under  an  agreement  with  the 
payee  that  the  latter  should  furnish 
to  the  former  a  certain  amount  weekly 
of  the  not«s  of  a  certain  bank,  and 
that  the  drawer  of  the  notes  should 
take  them  np  at  maturity : 

Held,  that  the  notes  were  business  and 
not  accommodation  paper,  in  the  hands 
of  the  payees  or  of  otiier  parties  to 
whom  they  should  be  in  good  faith 
transferred.  (Mc8pedon9^  The  Troy 
City  Bank,  2  Keyee,  35). 

27.  The  failure  of  the  payees  to  make 
the  weekly  payments  as  agreed,  and 
their  subsequent  insolvencv,  cannot 
affect  the  right  of  bona  fide  holders  of 
the  notes  to  recover.    {Id.) 

BOUNTIES. 

1.  On  the  24th  of  March,  1864,  at  a  town 
meeting,  held  in  the  town  of  West- 
ford,  called  "  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
bounties  to  volunteers  in  the  military 
or  naval  service  of  the  United  States, 
during  the  existence  of  the  war,  now 
earned  on,  and  for  the  purpose  of  pay- 
ing the  incidental  expenses  of  such  vol- 
unteering, and  of  raising  such  money,'' 
a  resolution  was  papned  "That  there 
be  paid  the  sum  of  |300  to  each  man 
drafted  and  not  exempted,  and  the  same 
be  raised  bv  a  tax  upon  the  taxable 

Sroperty  oi  the  town.     {People  ogL 
ioard  of  Town  Auditors,  ante,  23.) 

2.  The  resolution  was  amended  so  as  to 
include  those  that  were  drafted  last 
year  and  paid  $300."   {Id) 

3.  On  the  8th  of  June,  1864,  the  relator 
was  drafted  for  three  years,  as  one  of 
the  quota  of  the  town,  nnaer  the  call 
by  the  president,  issued  September  17, 
1863.  On  the  23d  of  June,  he  paid  $300. 
commutation,  and  was  dischargea 
from  further  liability  under  that  draif 
In  April,  1865,  a  local  act,  set  out  in  the 
opinion,  was  passed,  legalizing  resolu- 
tions by  town  meetings  in  the  county 
of  Otsego,  I'elatiug  to  the  payment  of 
bounties  to  volunteers,  substitutes  and 
drafted  men.    {Id.) 
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4.  In  November.  1867,  the  relator  preeen- 
(4x1  his  claim  for  $300  bounty,  under 
the  resolution,  to  the  defendants  who 
refused  to  audit  it: 

ffeltl :  1 .  That  the  payment  of  the  $300 
was  a  discbarge  of  the  duty  imnosed 
npou  the  relator  bv  the  drait  and  not 
an  exemption,   (/a.) 

2.  That  the  resolution  embraced  those 
thereafter  drafted  under  the  impending 
call.  {Td.) 

3.  That  the  local  act  legalized  the  reso- 
lution.  {Id.) 

4.  That  the  term  •*  bounty  "  covered  pre- 
miums offered  to  indnce  men  to  enlist 
and  also  gratuitieSf  benevolences  and 
generosities.   {Id.) 

5.  That  under  the  resolution  the  relator 
was  entitled  to  $300,  and  defendants 
should  be  required  by  mandamus  to 
audit  his  claim  therefor.  {Id,) 

BROKERS. 

1.  An  authority  to  ^11.  given  to  one 
whose  occupation  is  that  of  a  real  es- 
tate  broker,  authorizes^  the  broker  to 
sign  the  contract  and  bind  his  princi- 

fal.   {PriMle  AgL  SpauldinOf  53  Barb, 
7.) 

3.  Where  a  person,  not  a  real  estate 
broker,  is  employed  to  negotiate  the 
purchase  of  real  estate,  he  will  be 
entitled  for  his  services  to  such  a  sum 
as  they  be  reasonably  worth,  which 
may  be  more  or  less  than  the  usual 
per  cent  paid  to  brokers  for  like 
services.  {JSrbeti  agt  Lorillardt  2 
KeyeSf  567). 

BUILDING  ASSOCIATIONS. 

I.  It  is  not  necessary  under  section 
three,  of  chapter  122,  Laws  of  1851, 
providing  for  the  incorporation  of 
building  associations,  d&c ..  that  the 
copy  of  articles  required  by^  that 
section  to  be  filed  should  contain  the 
names  of  the  trustees.  {Second  Man- 
hattan Buildina  AMociatvm  agt.  ffayetf 
2  Keyet,  192.) 

:L  The  trutteet  of  such  corporations  are 
not  officers^  within  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  statute.    (Id.) 

CANALS. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  superintendent  of 
repairs  on  the  Erie  canal  to  remove 
obstructions  which  hinder  or  prevent 
navigation  thereon,  {ffickt  agt  BorHf 
54  Barb,  179.) 


2.  And  a  superintendent,  having  in  good 
fuiti)  determined  in  regiird  to  tlie  ne- 
ccHsity  Kiid  propriety  of  removing  a 
boat  belonging  to  anindividnal.  as  aii 
obetrnciion  in  the  canal,  he  can  only 
be  held  responsible  to  the  owner  upon 
the  ground  that  he  was  chargeable 
with  negligence,  or  improper  conduct, 
in  executing  the  work.    {Id.) 

3.  If  a  superintendent  of  canal  repairs 
can  repaur  a  breach  in  the  bank  of  the 
canal  occasioned  by  a  flood,  by  a  re- 
sort to  ordinary  means,  and  tnereby 
continue  navigation  without  material 
interruption,  or  serious  detriment  to 
the  public  welfare,  it  is  his  duty  to  do 
BO,  instead  of  adopting  the  extraor- 
dinary measure  of  cutting  a  piece  off 
a  canal  boat  owned  by  an  in<uvidua], 
in  order  to  close  the  gates  of  a  lock. 
(Id.) 

4.  And  where  the  proof  showed  that 
there  were  several  other  methods  by 
which  the  obstructions  caused  by  a 
canal  boat  grounding  in  the  gates  of  a 
lock  could  have  been  removed,  and 
the  difficulty  obviated : 

It  wot  held,  that  the  superintendent  of 
repairs  was  not  justified,  on  the 
{px)und  "of  an  overruling  necessity,*' 
in  cutting  the  boat  into  and  removing 
a  portion  thereof,  thereby  subjecting^ 
the  owner  to  a  loss  of  his  property. 
(Id,) 

Held,  alio,  that  in  what  he  did,  after 
he  determined  the  necessity  of  re- 
moving the  obstruction,  the  superin- 
tendent must  be  deemed  to  have  acted 
ministerially,  and  was  therefore  bound 
to  exercise  reasonable  cane,  prudence, 
and  discretion  in  performing  tiie 
work.    {Id,) 


CAPITAL  STOCK. 

1.  Though  the  law  requires  the  subscriber 
to  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  pay  ten  i)er  cent,  in  cash  at  the 
time  of  Biibecribing,  to  make  a  vaJid 
contract  binding  on  the  parties,  yet  if 
the  subscriber,  instead  of  paying  tbe 
ten  per  cent,  in  cash,  give  his'note  for 
the  same,  and  subsequently  pay  it,  so 
that  the  company  gets  the  money,  he 
is  thereby  constituted  a  legal  stock- 
holder of  such  company,  and  is  liable 
on  his  subscription.  (Offdenaburah  S. 
B,  Co.  agt  WolUy,  1  K^et,  118.) 

2.^  Once  becoming  a  legal  stockholder,  he 
cannot  afterwards  repudiate  any  part 
of  the  legal  obligations  he  assumed  iu 
becoming  such.    {Id.) 

3.  The  giving  of  a  negotiable  note  by 
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which  the  company  realises  the  money 
and  the  paying  of  said  note  is,  in  legal 
effect,  a  cash  payment.    {Id.) 

4.  A  contract  is  not  void  as  against  the 
stHtate,  aniess  founded  upon  an  illegal 
consideration  which  enters  into,  and 
forms  a  part  of  the  contract,  or^  unless 
it  provides  for  doing  something  dis- 
tinctly forbidden.    (JJ,) 

CASE. 

1.  On  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from 
a  judjnnent  on  the  report  of  a  referee, 
the  findings  and  exceptions  thereto 
must  be  incorporated  in  the  case,  either 
actually  or  bv  reference  thereto-  It  is 
not  enough  that  the  findings  and  excep- 
tions be  printed  in  the  appeal  papers. 
(PAOfrm  agt,  Patrickj  d  Abb.,  If,  &, 

CASES  OVERRULED,  DISAP- 
PROVED OR  DISTINGUISHED. 

1.  The  decision  in  Brewer  agt  Temple 
(16  How.  Pr.,  286)  overruled.  (2%- 
deretm  agt  HUl,  53  Barhy  238). 

2.  The  opinions  advanced  in  Woodruff 
agt.  DickU,  ( 13  How.  iV.,  164,)  that  **  a 
referee  is  no  longer  an  oflBcer  of  the 
conrt;"  that  *Hhe  court  at  special  term 
has  no  more  power  to  giant  amend- 
ments than  the  conrt  has  on  the  trial ;" 
and  that  '*  a  referee  has  all  the  powers 
of  a  conrt  at  special  term,  to  allow 
amendments/*  disapproved.  (Ford  agt 
Ford,  53  Barb.,  525.) 

3.  The  case  of  AlUn  aft.  Cla/rh,  (11  Horn. 
Pr  Sep.,  213,)  in  which  it  is  intimated 
that  in  no  case  can  an  execution 
issue,  after  the  death  of  the  defendant 
therein,  without  leave  of  the  court, 
disapproved.  (Flanagan  agt.  Tinen, 
63  Barb.,  587). 

4.  The  cases  of  Hatch  agt  Mann,  (15 
Wend.,  44,)  and  Harp  agt  Osgood,  (2 
Hill,  216,)  distinguished  from  the 
present    (Ortgg  agt  Pierce,  53  Barb., 

5.  The  case  of  Mattioe  agt  LiUie  (24 
How.  Pr.  R.  264)  distinguished  from 
the  present  {Com^  agt  Lewu,  54 
Ba/r^.  51.) 

6.  The  point  that  the  notice  aooompanr- 
ing  an  attachment  to  be  served  by  tne 
sheriff  on  a  third  person  who  is  in  pos- 
session of  property  claimed  to  belong 
to  the  deb^r,  may  describe  the  pro- 
perty in  general  terms,  without  speci- 
fying its  precise  nature  and  amount, 
whioi  was  so  decided  at  special  term. 


in  GreenUaf  agt  Mvom^ed  (19  Ahb. 
469),  was  not  considered  by  die  gen- 
eral term,  in  that  case,  on  aopeal,  nor 
was  the  ruling  of  the  special  term,  in 
respect  to  it,  overruled  {Drake  agt 
Qoodridge,  54  Barb.  7&; 

7.  The  case  of  Beach  agt.  Grain,  (2  N.  T. 
JRep.  86)  distinguished  from  the  pres- 
ent (The  Beformed  Proteetant  JhUeh 
Church  of  Westjield  agt  BrowTi,  54 
Barb.  191.) 

8.  The  principle  of  the  rule  laid  down  in 
The  People  agt.  JSh-win  (4  Benio,  129,) 
viz ,  that  the  owner  of  a  house  who 
rents  it  to  he  used  and  kept  as  a  house 
of  prostitution  is  to  be  deemed  to  keep 
such  house,  and  is  liable  to  indictment 
and  conviction  as  the  keeper  of  a 
bawdy  house,  applies  to  any  person 
who  18  personally  oonoemed  in  the 
keeping  of  such  a'house.  ( Lowenttein 
agt  The  People,  54  Barb.  299.) 

9.  The  case  of  Rockwell  agt.  Nearvng, 
(35  N.  T.  Bep.  302)  distinguished  from 
the  present  (Campbell  agt.  Evaau. 
54Sar6.566.) 

CAUSE  OP  ACTION. 

1.  The  court  cannot  require  a  plaintiff  to 

g've  a  name  to  the  action.  If  he  states 
cts  in  his  complaint,  which  would  be 
proper  in  an  action  for  a  tpecific perform- 
anee,  and  a  portion  of  those  facts  would 
be  proper  in  an  action  for partUton^tho 
conrt  cannot  require  him  to  elect  which 
action  he  will  prosecute.  ( Hall  agt 
Hall,  ante,  97.) 

2.  The  plaintiff  may  demand  any  Hnd  of 
relitf,  to  which  he  supposes  himself  en- 
titled ;  and  he  is  not  confined  to  one 
kind  of  relief.  The  defendant  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  form  of  the  relief 
demanded.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  facts  stated  may  constitute 
one  of  two  actions,  which  of  the  two 
is  the  proper  one,  is  to  be  determined 
on  the  trial.    (Id.) 

4.  An  action  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  a  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  con- 
tained in  a  lease  executed  by  a  person 
having  a  life-estate  in  the  premises, 
which  breach  was  occasioned  by  the 
deMJi  of  the  life-tenant,  will  not  lie 
against  the  executor  of  such  life- tenant, 
and  the  remaindeni.«n  jointly,  nor 
against  the  remaindermen  in  any  form, 
and  the  mere  fact,  that  the  remainder^ 
men  collected  the  rent  reserved  by  Uia 
lease  from  the  death  of  the  life-tenant 
up  to  the  time  of  the  final  partition  of 
the  premises,  in  nn  action  instituted  for 
tliat  purpose,  cauuui  be  construed  into 
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■n  adoption  ud  ratiflotloa  of  ■aah 
eoyuuuit  on  tb«ir  put.     (OBoklev  urL 


le  dwth  of  tha  life-tea- 


Ult  u  B^Dattba  rsuiiuiiuEruiBU,  suu 

from  thai  time  conililniH  do  fanber 
lien  or  iDcninbrwiflo  opoii  the  preraisM. 
No  lanura  and  ~ "  -r  ..  . 


ild.) 


;b!;": 


the  dflfeudaiit  m  ■  (lock- 

— der    k    lUtal*    of     Sonth 

Curoliu.  IBiUI  agt.  OMutb*,  53 
flaii.,  6(2.) 
7.  Where  each  complaint  doea  Dot  ahow, 
or  (tale  facia  aaDtcieal  to  (how,  that 
the  plaintifl'  a*  a  bill  holder  waa  ia- 
inred  or  dtuoaged  b7  the  alleged  acta 
of  malfeaaauoe  and  miafeacaiica  of  (he 
defendaut,  aa  a  director  and  aa  a 
preaident.  tec,  it  doaa  not  ataUi  facta 
aaffldent  to  conaiitate  a  canae  of 
action  ;  Mpocially  nhere  ft  doea  not 
even  >Ute  that  the  plaintiff  waa  the 
holder  of  the  bllla  or  bank  notca,  or 
an;  of  tham,  when  tha  alleged  acta  of 


&  A  coont  in  i 
the  defendai 
bank  located 


1.     Ud.) 

complaint,  aUeiring  that 
la  a  Btockhoraar  in  a 

D  Sonth  Carolina,  ;with- 


atockholdf 
a  valid 


of  hia  I 


;    the  fair 


'rom  the  oomplunt,  and  from 
the  law  aa  far  as  italed,  being  that  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  as  a  sWck- 
faotder  can  only  be  enforced  in  the 
conrta  of  Sonth  Carolina.  [Id.) 
9.  The  recelTer  of  an  insolTeot  ooipora- 
tioD  eanuol  bT  sale  or  otherwise  oiTeat 
faimaelf  of  hla  Irljat  powera.    Saia, 

asseta  of  snob  insolvent  corporution, 
the  purebaaer  acqnlrea  do  ri^bt  of  ae- 


aeUotsncb  corpomtion  remainina  ir 
hia  banda.     (Jfnan  agt  Ikiirchm,  '. 
JTeyw,  106.) 
10,  Where,  bj  an  agreameBt  between  ■ 


jadgment  creditor  and  a  J  odgmeol  debt- 
or, a  ODrnpromiae  of  the  jndgment  ii 
made,  satiifactlon  to  be  entered  npoa 
the  perfarmanoe  bj  the  defendant  of 
the  lermi  of  the  compromise,  and  the 
aatisfnclion-piecv,  hj  miaiake,  is  de- 
livered tu  the  defendant,  who  canaes 
(he  eame  to  be  flied,  bat  refnae*  to  pet^ 
fonn  the  conditions  agreed  on,  an  act 
iOD  lies  to  >et  aaide  the  satiilurtion  and 
restore   the  jadKmenL  to  its  original 

Hghta  of  ihird  persona.  [Slocnm  act. 
JVafSMW,  fi  Abb.  S.  S.,  443.) 

■(•amboBt.  for  . 
t&K  after  landing  them  npoD  the  wbarf| 
and  the  lapse  of  a  reaeoQable  time  for 
ti  'gne»lo«end  for  and  remove 

th  lere,  by  the  settled  oaSKe  of 

bi  between  the  parties,  the  con- 

ei  wera  accaalomed  to  send  for 

11  ds  St  the  wharf,  and  no  neg- 

Sn  defendants'  part  is  shown. 
:  Nen  floral  Sitambeat  drm- 
paMy,CAbb.S.S.,72.) 
13.  If  the  conaignee'e  place  of  bnaineOT 
waa  closed  on  the  day  of  arrival,  (be 
Garriera  are  czcnaed  from  giving  him 
notioe  of  the  arrival.  It  make!  no 
difference  that  audi  day  waa  the  foortt 
of  Jnly.    (/d.) 


13.  I 


i  lie  a 


t  the 


father  of  a  wife,  for 

Kinal  the  will  of  her  hnsband.  nnleas 
>re  ia  clear  proof  that  the  defendant 
acted  malicioDsly  in  sodoing.  (Camp- 
biU  agL  OarUr,  6  Abb  N.S.,  151.) 
11.  An  aaaanlt  and  battery,  and  a  tlait. 


•mmitledattbeu 


CEBTIOBAEL 


1.  Tbededtionof aJDMiceofthesnpreme 
eoort  in  proc«edmini  by  kahtui  forvmg 
is  not  "  the  decision  of  a  court  of  1^ 
riorinriadiotion"  nnder  {}  320  and  318 
of  die  Cdle  of  Prooednre,  and  no  coats 
can  be  allowed  at  ^neral  term  npoo 
the  review  by  certioran  of  sncb  deel- 
aion.  {l^aiU  <x  re'.  Xatom  aft. 
aBrUn,  6  Abb.,  if.  8.,  63.) 

3.  On  a  common  law  certwrort  the  aa- 

qnir^  whether  the  coortJ>elow  acted 
wiibin  ita  joriadiclion,  Inl  may  go 
further,  and  examine  whelher  aaj 
error  in  the  proceedings  has  been  oob- 
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mitted.  [The  People  ear  nL  MartiM 
affU  The  Board  of  Commiuumen  of 
PUoii,  54  Barb,  145.) 

3.  The  writ  of  certiorari^  m  its  office  of 
removiug  final  adjadicatiODs  for  review, 
poflseases  aJl  the  charHeteristies  of  a 
writ  of  error  under  our  former  system 
of  practice,  and  performs  the  same 
office,  as  to  inferior  summary  tribunals, 
that  a  writ  of  error  did  to  an  inferior 
court  of  record.  {The  People  ex  rel. 
Mitchell  agt.  Latorence^  54  Barb.  589.) 

4.  The  common  law  certiorari^  proper, 
removes  only  the  record,  or  entry  in 
the  nature  oi  a  record,  ot  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  court  below,  whereby  only 
the  jurisdiction  and  the  regularity  of 
its  proceedings  are  reviewed,  But 
when  the  writ  is  authorized  by  statute 
the  authority  of  the  court  is  not  limi- 
ted to  questions  of  jurisdiction  and 
regularity.  It  has  [wwer  also  to  ex- 
amine, upon  the  merits,  every  decision 
of  the  court,  or  officer,  upon  questions 
of  law,  and  to  look  into  the  evidence, 
and  amrm,  reverse  or  uuash  the  jiro- 
oeedings,  as  justice  snail  require. 
(JA) 

fi.  The  writ  may  properly  issue  to  re- 
view the  action  of  a  jury  in  the  reas- 
sessment of  damages  under  the  high- 
way act,  on  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  commissioners  appointed  by  a  coun- 
ty judge.    [Id.) 

m 

GHABGE  TO  JUBT. 

I.  It  is  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a  verdict 
in  cases  where  a  finding  contrary  to 
the  direction  prayed  for,  would  be  set 
aside.    (Shirley  agt  Vail,  anUj  AOS.) 

U.  If  the  evidence  is  such  that  a  verdict, 
finding  the  facte  different  from  those 
claimed  by  the  counsel  in  his  request  to 
the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  would  be 
set  aside  as  against  evidence,  the  court 
errs  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as 
requested.    (icL) 

3.  It  is  not  error  for  the  court  to  refiise 
to  charge  that  the  facts  proved  raise 
a  presumption  of  law  of  liability  of 
the  defendants,  where  there  is  also 
evidence  to  raise  a  contrary  presump- 
tion. The  question  in  such  case  is 
entirely  within  the  province  of  the 
jury.  (Downs  agt  Spragw,  2  Keyet, 
57.) 

4.  A  witness  had  testified  that  the 
defendant  never  had  anything  to  do 
with  the  merchandise  which  was  the 
subject  of  controversy,  except  to  ad- 
vise the  plaintiff  about  shipping  the 
same  to  tne  parties  by  whom  it  was 


ordered,  and  that  thev  were  ordered 
by  and  charged  to  otner  parties  than 
the  defendants: 

J^ld^  that  in  an  action  to  recover  from 
t^e  defendants  the  value  of  the  mer- 
chandise, it  was  not  error  for  the 
court  U)  charge  the  jury  thai  if  they 
believed  the  testimony  of  this  witness 
they  must  find  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ants.   {Id,) 

5.  The  fact  that  certain  bank-bills  of 
another  state  are  received  and  passed 
away  as  money  \h  privii  fadt  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  such  bank  and  of 
the  genuineness  of  the  notes ;  sufficient 
at  least  to  justify  the  court  in  refhsing 
to  charge  that  the  payment  and  re- 
ceipt of  such  bills  in  payment  for 
services  is  no  evidence  tnat  there  is 
such  a  bank,  or  that  the  bills  are 
genuine.  Per  Wright,  J.  Percontra^ 
see  opinion  of  Campbell,  J.  {Falhn 
agt  The  People,  2  Keyea  145). 

6.  The  reftisal  of  the  judge  upon  the 
trial  of  an  action  against  a  turnpike 
company  for  not  keeping  their  road  in 
repair,  to  charge  that  the  company 
were  not  required  to  use  extraordinary 
and  enormous  expenses  in  construct- 
ing the  read,  and  his  reading  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  in  directing 
now  the  road  should  be  constructeo, 
and  his  charge  that  the  company  were 
bound  to  comply  with  the  statute, 
were  all  correct.  {People  agt.  Water- 
ford  and  SUllteater  THnpike  Company , 
2  Keyet,  327). 

7.  Where  there  is  no  evidence  to  war- 
rant a  jury  in  finding  a  waiver  of  the 
conditions  of  an  agreement,  or  an 
extension  of  the  time  for  performance, 
the  judge  is  not  bound  to  instruct  them 
as  to  the  legal  effect  of  such  waiver  or 
extension.  (Bouse  agt.  Xearu,  2  Keyea, 
352). 

8.  Evidence   concerning    the    previous 

food  character  of  the  accused  must  be 
nly  considered  by  the  jxajy  and  a 
charge  that  the  jury  may,  in  their 
discretion,  reject  such  evidence 
entirely,  is  erroneous.  {People  agt. 
Lamb,'2Keye9deO.) 

9.  Where  the  several  features  of  a 
charge,  although  perhaps  not  amount- 
ing to  errors,  are  calculated  to  confirm 
a  wrong  impression  in  the  minds  of 
the  jury,  produced  by  an  erroneous 
ruling  in  respect  to  evidence  of  the 
good  character  of  the  accused,  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted.    {Id.) 

10.  A  charge  that  a  desiim  to  life  con- 
stitutes murder  in  the  nrst  degree,  is 
not  Uie  statutory  definition  of  morder 
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in  the  fint  dMfree;  and  the  judge 
fiboaid  intftrnct  Uie  Jary  that  it  requires 
a  premeditated  dekgn  to  convict  of 
that  offenae.    {Id.) 

11.  Where  an  architect  submitted  pkoia 
for  a  building,  claiming  that  the  same 
were  submitted  by  direction  of  the 
defendant  under  an  agreement  to  pay 
for  them,  and  afterwards  took  them 
away,  it  was  an  error,  in  suit  to  re- 
cover for  their  value,  to  charge  that 
the  taking  away  of  the  plans  Dy  the 
plaintiff,  was  a  circumstance  entitled 
consideration,  but  was  not  of  itself  an 
admission  that  his  services  were 
wholly  voluntary  and  without  any 
idea  of  compensation.  (Nowry  agt. 
Lord,  2  Keyee,  617.) 

12.  Where  the  case  calls  for  no  charge 
on  the  subject  of  insanity,  no  exception 
lies  for  neglect  or  refusal  so  to  chaise. 
( Woffner  agt.  PeopU,  3  Keifet,  684.) 

CHABITABLE  ABTLUMS. 

1.  By  the  act  incorporating  a  charitable 
asylum,  the  trustees  were  authorized 
to  make  all  proper  and  necessary  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  government  of 
the  corporation,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

MMy  that  by-laws  adopted  by  the  trus- 
tees forbidding  the  inmates  to  leave 
the  premises  without  permission  from 
the  governor  of  the  asylum,  or  one  of 
his  assistants,  or  indulging  in  conten* 
tion,  or  boisterous  ana  disorderly  con- 
versation at  table,  on  pain  of  expul- 
sion, were  reasoniU>Ie,  proper,  and 
valia ;  and  that  for  a  breach  thereof, 
by  an  inmate,  the  governor  was  au- 
thorized to  dismiss  the  offender  from 
the  institution,  by  the  direction  of  the 
executive  committee.  {The  People,  ex 
rel.  Newman  agt.  2^  SaUon^  mwg 
Harbor,  54  Ban^,  532.) 

8.  But  that  on  a  charge  being  preferred 
atfuinst  an  inmate,  of  violating  the 
nues,  he  was  entitled  to  reasonable 
notice  of  the  examination,  and  an  op- 
portunity of  being  heard^  of  exculpat- 
ing himself  ana  of  disproving  the 
charge.    (Id,) 

3.  The  action  and  proceedings  of  the 
trustees,  or  the  executive  committee, 
in  investigating  such  a  charge,  it  mmis, 
are  (not  beyond  the  control  of,  or  a 
review  by,  the  supreme  court    (Id,) 

4.  It  seems  that  the  governor  of  such 
an  institution  has  no  power  to  expel 
an  inmate  for  a  violation  of  the  bv- 
lawBi  without  the    authority  of  the 


trustees,  or  at  least,  of  those  constita- 
Ung  the  executive  committee.    {Id,) 

CHARITY. 

1.  To  constitute  a  charity  in  a  legal  sense 
the  use  must  be  public  {8het^i>ood  agt. 
Amarwm  Bible  SodUy,  1  Keyea,  561.) 

2.  There  must  also  be  a  trustee  compe- 
tent to  take  the  fund  so  as  to  secure 
the  appropriation  to  the  pnipose  in- 
tended. There  can  be  no  valid  trust 
onless  the  title  can  vest  in  some  per- 
son natural  or  artificial  by  favor  of  the 
gift  itself    {Id.) 


CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

1.  A  mortn«e  of  chattels  is  s  sale  on  eon- 
dition.  TThe  le^l  title  is  vested  in  the 
mortgagee,  subject  to  the  mortgagoi'a 
right  to  perform  the  condition.  'Stod- 
dard agt.  Denniiaon  ante,  296.) 

2.  After  defieiult,  such  legal  tide  becomes 
absolute,  leaving  a  mere  equity  of  re- 
demption in  the  mortgagor.    {Id.) 

3.  Such  eauity  can  be  disposed  or  got  rid 
of  only  oy  an  action  in  equity  to  fore- 
close ;  or,  by  a  sale  under  the  power 
contained  in  the  mortgage ;  or,  possibly, 
by  lapse  of  time.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  a  mortgagee  takes  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  it  will,  if 
of  sufficient  vtuue,  oe  deemed  a  satas- 
faouon  of  the  debt  until  the  equity  is 
foreclosed.  It  will  not,  however,  ex- 
tinguish the  mortgagor's  right  to  re- 
deem.   {Id,) 

5.  To  extinguish  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, hy  a  sale  under  the  power  con- 
tained in  the  mortgage,  it  must  be  a 
fair  and  bona  fide  sale.    (iS.) 

6.  The  mortgagee  has  no  right,  by  any 
unfairness,  to  sacrifice  the  property, 
and  deprive  the  mortgagor  of  a  surplus 
over  tne  debt,  which,  by  an  openly 
conducted  sale,  might  arise.    {la.) 

7.  A  mortgagor's  only  remedy  is  by  ac- 
tion to  redeem.  He  cannot  maintain 
an  action  at  law,  under  any  cimtm- 
ttaneet.  Not  even  where  the  mort- 
gaged property  has  been  wrongfully 
ana  unuurfy  disposed  of.    {Id,) 

S,  In  an  action  by  a  mortgagor  against  a 
mortgagee,  to  recover  aamages  for  an 
unfair  sale  of  the  property,  where  it 
appeared  that  the  property  was  the  ^r- 
niture  of  a  hotel,  distributed  among  a 
large  number  of  rooms,  and  which  the 
mortgagee  had  sold  under  the*  morfr 
gage,  chiefly  in  bulk,  for  a  sum  moch 
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lem  than  what  it  would  have  brought 
if  it  had  been  sold  in  saitable  loto,  it 
was 

J3Md  the  action  con  Id  not  be  sustained. 
The  action  should  have  been  to  redeem. 

9.  Belief  in  equity  can  be  granted  ex  csquo 
€i  boiuff  only  upon  {Myment  or  tender  of 
the  whole  debt.  Therefore^  where  upon 
an  unfair  sale,  less  tban  the  whole  debt 
was  realized,  a  tender  of  the  residue  of 
the  debt  must  be  made  to  lay  a  foun- 
dation for  an  action  to  redeem.    (Id,) 

10.  In  ao  equitable  action  to  redeem,  the 
court  can  give  complete  relief;  and 
where  the  mortgagee,  by  disposing  of 
the  property,  has  prevented  a  redemp- 
tion, reparation  may  be  made  in  dam- 
ages.   (Id,) 

11.  As  affecting  the  rights  of  parties,  it 
is  not  essential  that  a  chatel  mortgage 
should  have  been  on  file  at  ihe  com- 
mencement of  an  action  in  which  the 
existence  of  the  mortgage  is  recog- 
nised.   (Lane  agu  Lutt,  1  JTeysf,  203.) 

12.  The  statute  declaring  that  a  chattel 
mortgage  shall  be  absolutely  void  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor, 
wnen  the  property  is  left  in  his  posses- 
sion, nnless  ttled  aoes  not  include  ered- 
hors  at  large,    {id.) 

IS.  The  creditor  must  have  attached  the 
mortgaged  property  and  have  acquired 
a  lien  upon  it  m  some  legal  way  before 
the  question  can  be  raised.    {Id,) 

CHATTELS. 

1.  Where  the  defendant  has  once  been 
in  possession  of  plaintiff's  chattels,  but 
has  parted  with  the  same,  claiming 
ownership,  a  refusal  to  deliver  them 
np  on  deAaaud  of  the  plaintiff  will  ren- 
der him  liable  for  the  same.  {LtUimer 
agt  Wheeler,  1  irey«,468.) 

2,  Where  a  party  having  possession  of 
goods  belonging  to  another,  parts  with 
Uiem  without  the  authority  of  the  ovni- 
er,  and  the  party  holding  such  goods  re- 
fbses  to  deliver  them  to  the  owner  on 
demand,  he  will  be  liable  in  deiinue 
equally  with  the  party  refusing.  {Id,) 

CHECK. 

L  A  check  on  a  bank  imports  a  consid- 
eration ;  and  the  onus  is  on  the  party 
giving  it,  if  there  was  none.  {Fith 
agt.  JacobsoHj  1  Keyes,  539.) 

2.  The  party  to  whom  the  check  is  given 
is  the  proper  party  to  bring  the  action 
thereon.    {Id,) 


COMMERCIAL  PAPER. 


1.  It  teemi  that  a  hona  fde  holder  of 
commercial  paper,  void  for  usury,  may 
recover  upon  it,  nnless  the  usury  is 
pleaded.    (Origgi  agt.  Howe,  2  Keytf^ 

2.  Commercial  paper  aooepted  in  blank, 
to  be  filled  up  oy  the  payee  with  a 
certain  amount,  is  good  m  the  hands 
of  a  bona  fide  holder,  though  the  blank 
has  been  filled  with  an  amount  laii^er 
than  authorized  by  the  acceptor.    {Id. ) 

3w  To  constitute  a  party  a  howi  fide 
holder,  it  is  only  necessary  that  he 
should  have  taken  the  paper  for  value 
advanced  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.    (Id,) 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  PILOTS. 

1.  The  board  of  commissioners  of  pilots, 
after  having  granted  new  licenses  to 
individuals  authorizing  them  to  act  as 

Eilots  for  one  year,  cannot  revoke  such 
censes  for  an  alleged  violation  of  rules 
occurring  previous  to  the  date  of  the 
licenses.  {The  People  ex  rel.  MarttM 
atfU^oard  of  Com'rs  of  PiloU,  54  Barb, 

2.  By  considering  applications  for  new  li- 
censes and  determining  to  issue  such 
licenses  to  the  applicants,  the  board 
will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  and 
forgiven  all  previous  offenses.    {Id.) 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  U.  S.,  LOAN 
FUND. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  April  4, 
1837,  authorizinj;  a  loan  of  certain 
moneys  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  as  to  the  entry  in  the  minute- 
book  of  the  commissioners  of  loans  of 
order  for  the  advertisement  of  sale ;  of 
a  copy  of  the  advertisement ;  and  of 
the  places  where,  and  the  persons  by 
whom,  the  advertisements  were  put 
np,  are  directory  rather  than  com- 
pulsory, as  against  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser ignorant  of  any  irregularity  in 
the  sale.  { White  agt.  Letter,  1  Ketfet, 
316), 

2.  A  purchase  of  land  at  a  sale  made  by 
commissioners  for  loaning  the  Unitea 
States  deposit  fund,  by  the  cashier  of 
a  bank  which  by  its  charter  has  no 
capacity  to  purchase  lands,  is  not  a 
violation  of  the  charter  of  the  bunk ; 
although  the  cashier  in  fact  makes  the 
purchase  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank, 
out  without  any  direction  from  the 
directors,  and  the  title  is  designed  to 
be  kept  in  him.    (Id.) 


660 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest 


3.  There  ie^io  disabilitj  in  the  cashier  of 
a  bunk  to  parcbase,  in  snch  a  case,  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  trostees,  in  re- 
spect to  the  laud  of  their  beneficiaries. 
Hence,  the  purchase  bj  him  will  not  be 
void,  but  will  insure  to  the  benefit  of 
the  cashier  if  it  cannot  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bank.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  both  commissioners  of  loans 
are  present  at,  and  make  a  sale  of 
mortgaged  premises,  the  fact  that  the 
entry  of  the  sale  in  the  book  of  minutes, 
though  purporting  to  be  the  act  of 
both,  was  nutde  by  only  <nu  of  them, 
and  was  signed  only  by  him,  does  not 
amount  to  a  fatal  irregularity.    (Id, ) 

5.  There  is  nothing  in  the  law  whieh 
requires  this  entiy  to  be  mjpud  by  the 
eommissioners ;  and  when  it  purports 
to  the  act  of  both,  the  court  will  not 
presume  against  the  truth  of  snch 
statement  simply  because  it  is  certified 
to  by  the  signature  of  one  com- 
missioner,   (la.) 

6.  Where  a  mortgagor,  or  one  snooeed- 
ittg  to  his  title,  makes  de&ult  in  the 
payment  of  interest,  this  destroys  and 
forecloses  his  title— destro3rs  even  his 
common  law  equity  of  redemption — 
and  leaves  him  notning  but  a  special 
right  of  redemptfon,  to  be  enforced 
omy  by  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
proyisions  of  the  act  of  1837.     {Id,) 

7.  He  has,  therefore,  no  right  which  ean 
be  prosecuted  by  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  commissioners  of  loans,  or 
their  assignees.    (Id,) 

&  One  who  takes  possession  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  after  default  of 
the  mortgagor,  unaer  the  authority 
and  with  the  consent  of  the  com- 
missioners of  loans,  haying  paid  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage,  must  be  re- 
garded, equitably,  at  all  eyents,  as  a 
mortgagee  in  possession.  And  if  m, 
under  such  a  title,  he  cannot  be  dis- 
lodffed  by  an  action  of  eieotment; 
Bucn  an  action  being  forbidden  by  the 
reyised  statutes.    {Id,) 


COMMITMENT. 

1.  A  oommitment  of  a  juyenile  offender 
to  the  House  of  Refuge  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  need  not  speoify  the  period 
of  imprisonment.  The  law  fixes  that, 
by  directing  that  persons  committed  to 
the  Honsto  of  Refuge  shall  be  detained 
in  its  custody  as  follows :  males  until 
their  majority,  and  females  until  the 
age  of  eighteenyears.  {People  ex  reL 
£ciety/wr  tke  MeformaHon  or  JuveiiUU 
DelttiiiteiUi  agt.  D^fnen,  54  Barb,,  105.) 


2.  Hence  a  commitment  sending  to  the 
House  of  Refuge,  **  to  be  dealt  with 
according  to  law,"  a  person  under  six- 
teen years  of  age,  wno  has  been  con- 
yicte^  of  a  misdemeanor,  u  right  and 
proper.    {Id.) 


COMMON  CARRIERS. 

1.  It  is  enough  to  establish  a  delwery  of 
bagffoffe  to  a  common  earner^  in  the  first 
instance,  to  prove  that  a  person  acting 
as  the  agenl  of  the  company,  receiveo 
and  accepted  the  property  for  ttanspop* 
tation,  even  if  there  be  m  fact  another 
person  who  is  proved  to  be  the  actual 
agent  having  charge  of  the  receipt  of 
freight  {Sagert  atgt  Lonff  Island  S, 
B,  Co.,  aiUe,'289.) 

3.  Where  the  ticket  agent  is  apparently 
in  chai^  of  the  depot,  the  oompany 
which  sanctions  his  employment,  and 
thus  holds  him  out  to  tne  world  as  its 
agent,  is  not  at  liberty  to  repudiate  his 
acts;  especially  in  accepting  the  deliy- 
ery  of  i>aggage  for  transportation  by 
the  company.    {Id,) 


3.  It  MMU  that  the  extraordinary  liabil- 
ity of  the  proprietors  of  a  steamboat, 
as  common  carriers  of  freight,  ceases 
when  the  goods  transported  by  them 
are  landed  on  the  whaif,  at  the  place 
of  destination,  and  are  ready  for  aeliy- 
ery;  that  henceforth  they  are  liable 
only  for  ordinary  care;  and  that  the 
law  does  not  require  from  that  class  ot 
carriers  a  notice  to  consignees  of  the 
arriyal  of  the  goods  carried.  {Bht  agt. 
N,  H.  Steamboat  Co.,  53  BaiHi,,  207.) 

4  But  the  eyidence  may  establish  a 
course  of  business  between  the  parties 
with  respetct  to  the  mode  of  deliyering 
goods,  wnich  will  goyem  the  liability 
of  the  carriers  in  any  particular  case. 

Si  The  fact  that  goods  arrive  on  the  4th 
of  July  is  immaterial  that  not  being  a 
holiday  in  any  sense  which  affects  an 
action  brooght  to  enforce  the  liability 
of  common  oairiers  as  such.    {Id,) 

6.  Where  there  is  sufficient  eyidence  to 
satisfy  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff 
became  sick  and  lost  his  tune,  by 
reason  of  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  as  a  common  carrier  of 
passengers,  carrying  the  plaintiff  for 
nire,  they  may  make  an  allowance  for 
the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  time, 
though  he  has  submitted  no  evidenoe 
upon  the  point.  {Ward  agt.  Vaandm^ 
&U<,  1  JTeysf,  70.) 
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COMMON  COUNCIL. 

1.  Where,  as  a  precedent  condition  to  the 
creating  of  any  liability  for  a  local  im- 
provement, the  consent  thereto  of  a 
majority  of  the  persons  whose  landt 
art  to  bene^ted  tkertby  most  be  first  ob- 
tained, the  petition  of  all  the  owners 
of  lands  fronting  upon  snch  proposed 
improvement,  req^nesting  it  to  be  made 
and  the  expense  thereoi  to  be  wholly 
assessed  npon  <A«ir  property,  is  &,8ni- 
ficient  compliance  with  the  condition 
to  give  to  the  common  council  jorisdic- 
tion;  and  an  assessment  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  such  peti- 
tion, will  not  be  void,  although  it  may 
be  shown  that  lands  in  /act  oenefiied 
by  the  improvement,  have  thus  been 
omitted  from  the  assessmenff  {Bald- 
win agt.  Oiiy  of  Onwego^  2  KeyUy  132.) 

2.  Such  petition,  together  with  the  action 
of  the  common  council  thereon,  consti- 
tute an  agreement  between  the  council 
and  the  petitioners,  that  the  latter  are 
the  owners  of  all  the  property  to  be 
benefited  by  the  proposed  improve- 
ment, and  are  the  only  parties  that 
ought  to  be  assessed  therefor.    [Id.) 

3.  Where  parties  formed  themselves  into 
a  voluntary  association  for  cleaning 
Broadway  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  thereafter  applied  for  and  obtainea 
the  passage  of  a  resolution  by  the  com- 
mon council  directing  the  comptroller 
to  draw  his  warrant  in  favor  of  such 
association  for  a  balance  due  to  the 
contractors  with  said  association,  who 
did  the  work,  it 


Heldj  that  snoh  resolution  was  in  viola- 
tion of  the  city  ordinances  relating  to 
work  done  or  to  be  done  for  the  cor- 
poration. {HcnghwiyyiX  9^  Mawtr  of  N, 
T:2Ziy«»,419.) 

4.  The  ordinance  requiring  all  work  to 
be  performed  by  contract,  and  these 
contracts  to  be  authorized  by  the  com- 
mon council,  implies  that  the  contract 
is  to  precede  the  execution  of  the  work. 
{Id.) 

5.  Further,  the  duty  of  making  snoh  con- 
tract is  by  law  committed  to  the  street 
inspector,  and  it  Mtmt,  could  not  be 
legalized  by  the  common  council  with- 
out his  intervention.    ( Id. ) 


6.  Whether  the  work,  having  been  pNer- 
formed  voluntarily  by  an  association 
of  merchants,  was  done  at  all  for  the 
corporation,  so  as  to  form  any  con- 
sideration for  the   resolution,   qitere. 

{Id.)  ' 

Voii.  XXXVnL  36 


COMMON  SCHOOLS. 

1.  Where  two  of  three  trustees  of  a 
school  district  (assuming  them  to  be 
such),  without  notifying  the  third  to 
meet  wiUi  them,  ana  without  consult- 
ing him,  and  when  he  is  not  present^ 
make  an  assessment  or  tMx  list,  and 
sign  and  issue  a  waiTant  annexed 
thereto  for  the  collection  of  such  as- 
sessment, and  deliver  the  same  to  be 
collected  to  a  collector  appointed  by 
them,  such  assessment  and  tax  wan  ant 
are  void,  and  no  protection  to  them  in 
directing  the  plaiutitfs  property  to  be 
taken  from  him  and  sold ;  and  where 
the  plaintiS^s  property  was  so  taken 
and  sold,  a  verdict  for  the  value  of  the 
property,  by  way  of  damages  for  the 
taking  and  conversion,  was  rightly  di- 
rectea.  {Lamoreaux  agt.  (/Bowrhe^ 
2  Keyet,  499.) 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  The  court  cannot  require  a  plaintiff  to 

S've  a  name  to  the  action.  If  he  states 
cts  in  his  complaint,  which  would  be 
proper  in  an  action  tvr  Vk.tpedfic perform- 
once,  and  a  portion  of  those  facts  would 
be  proper  in  an  action  iov  partition^  the 
court  cannot  require  him  to  elect  which 
action  he  will  prosecute.  ( Hall  agt. 
Hall,  anU,  97.) 

2.  The  plaintiff  may  demand  any  kind  of 
relief,  to  which  he  supposes  himself  en- 
titled ;  and  he  is  not  confined  to  one 
kind  of  relief.  The  defendant  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  form  of  the  relief 
demanded.    {Id) 

3.  Where  the  facte  stated  may  constitute 
one  of  two  actions,  which  of  the  two 
is  the  proper  one,  is  to  be  determined 
on  the  trial.*  {Id.) 

4.  A  cause  of  action  for  alleged  tortious 
acts  of  the  defendant,  as  a  director 
and  president  of  a  bank  in  South 
Carolina,  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same 
complaint  with  one  for  an  alleged 
liability  of  the  defendant  as  a  stock- 
holder under  a  statute  of  South 
Carolina.  {Butt  agt  Cameron,  53 
Barb,,  643.) 

5.  Where  sach  complaint  does  not  show, 
or  state  facts  suulcient  to  show,  that 
the  plaintiff  as  a  bill  holder  was  in- 
iured  or  damaged  by  the  alleged  acts 
of  ma)feasance  and  misfeasance  of  the 
defendant,  as  a  director  and  as  a 
president,  &c.,  it  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action ;  especial  I  v  where  ii  does  not 
even  state  that  lue  plaintiff  was  the 
holder  of  the  bills  or- bank  notes,  or 
any  of  them,  when  the  alleged  aots  of 
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malfeaaance   and    miBfeaaanoe    were 
committed.     {Id,) 

6.  A  connt  in  a  complaint,  alleging  that 
the  defendant  is  a  stockholder  in  a 
bank  located  in  South  Carolina,  (with- 
out stating  the  amount  of  hie  stock,) 
and  that  under  aud  by  virtue  of  a  law 
of  that  state,  the  defendant  is  liable  to 
the  creditors  of  said  ban^  as  such 
stockholder,  in  the  sum  of  double  the 
amount  of  his  stock,  &c.,  does  not  state 
a  valid  cause  of  action;  the  feur  in- 
ference from  the  complaint,  and  from 
the  law  as  far  as  stated,  being  that  the 
liabili^  of  the  defendant  as  a  stock- 
holder can  only  be  enforced  in  the 
courts  of  South 'Carolina.    {Id.) 

7.  That  a  complaint  contains  two  distinct 
'  causes  ol  action,  which  are  not  sepa- 
rately stated,  is  not  a  cause  of  demur- 
rer specified  in  section  144  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure.  An  error  or  defect  of 
that  kind  is  to  be  corrected  by  motion. 
{Andertvn  agt.  Hillj  53  Barb,  238.) 

8.  A  complaint  which  states  facts  consti- 
tuting a  cause  of  action  for  an  assault 
and  battery,  and  also  a  cause  of  action 
for  slander,  both  in  the  same  count,  and 
alleges  that  the  plaintiff  was  greatly 
injured  in  her  person  and  also  in  her 
character  ana  feelings,  and  claims 
damages  generally  for  a  specified  sum, 
is  bad  on  aemurrer.    {Id.) 

9.  In  an  action  on  a  business  contract 
made  by  a  married  woman,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  tn  aver  that 
she  contracted  on  her  own  account 
with  reference  to  her  business,  or  that 
it  relates  to  her  separate  estate.  {End- 
mm  agt.  ffuyler,  6  At^.  N.  S.  288.  )i 

COMPTROLLER. 

1.  Section  55  of  the  act  of  the  leffislature 
of  1855,  (Laws  o/1855,  p.  799),  mwie 
comptrollers'  deeds  for  lands  sold  for 
taxes,  executed  after  the  pasfogeofUuU 


ana  mciuaing  mo  noncoouicuw  v»  «"« 
land,  and  all  notices  required  by  law 
to  be  given  previous  to  the  expira- 
ation  of  the  two  years  allowed  to  re- 
deem, were  regular.  This  section  was 
amended  in  I860  {Laws of  ISeO,  ch.  209), 
by  adding  thereto  as  follows:  "But 
where  the  person  or  persons  claim- 
ing title  under  such  conveyance,  or 
the  grantees  or  aeeigaees  of  such  per- 
sons, shall  be  in  possession  of  the 
land  described  therein,  either  by  him- 
self or  themselves,  or  his  or  their  gran- 
tees, assignees,  agents,  tenants  or  ser- 
yflntfl,  then  such  conveyances  shall  be 
presuinptive  evidence  of  the  facts  above 


stated,  tphatever  may  he  the  date  ofau^ 
eonveycMceJ*  This  amended  section 
should  be  construed  as  including  not 
only  the  case  of  an  actual  possessaon 
of  the  whole  lot  covered  by  the  deed, 
but  the  constmctve  possesion  of  ilie 
whole,  when  there  is  actual  poa- 
session  of  a  part  of  the  land  covered 
by  ^e  deed,  with  claim  of  title  to  the 
whole.     K  Finlay  agt.  Cook,  54  Barb.  9.  | 

2.  Giving  the  section  that  construction, 
the  title  of  a  party  claiming  under  a 
comptroller's  deed  is  'perfect,  witbont 
proof  of  any  other  fact  than  that  he 
was  in  possession  of  a  part  of  a  lot  un- 
der the  deed,  claiming  title  to  the 
whole.    {Id.) 

3.  The  oomproler  of  the  city  of  Buffalo 
is  the  proper  ofDcer,  according  to  the 
usages  of  the  city,  to  receive  notice  of 
claims  upon  a  fund  to  be  paid  upon  a 
contract  with  the  city.  {Halt  agL  Citjf 
of  Buffalo,  1  Keya,  l93.) 

4.  Where  the  oontractor  had  drawn 
orders  in  favor  of  divers  parties  upon 
such  fund,  and  had  directed  the  orders 
to  the  comptroller  of  the  dty^  which 
orders  had  been  presented  to  oim,  and 
by  him  had  been  attached  to  the  con- 
tract of  the  drawer : 

Held,  that  the  city  had  notice  of  such 
claims,  and  were  liable  to  the  extenfc 
of  the  finds  in  their  hands  out  of 
which  said  ordeie  were  to  have  been 
paid,    {Id.) 

5.  Such  orders  were  equivalent  to  an 
assignment  of  so  much  of  the  fund  in 
the  treasury  of  the  ci^,  and  the  city 
was  thereby  constitutea  trustees  ol  the 
parties  interested.    {Id.) 

6.  In  equity,  an  order  given  by  a  debtor 
to  his  creditor,  upon  a  third  person 
having  funds  of  the  debtor  to  pay  the 
creditor  out  of  such  funds,  is  a  binding 
equitable  assignment  of  so  mnch  of 
sudftmd.    (IcL) 

CONFLICT  OP  LAWa 

1.  A  resident  of  this  state  executed  to 
divers  creditors,  also  with  one  excep- 
tion residents  of  this  state,  an  assignt- 
ment  in  good  faith,  and  to  secure  the 
claims  of  those  creditora  of  certain 
property  owned  by  him,  a  part  of 
which  consisted  of  iron  safes,  then  in 
the  assignor's  store  in  Chicago,  Ulinoia. 
Three  £iys  subsequent  to  this  assign- 
ment, ana  without  knowledjte  or  notice 
of  it,  and  before  the  assignees  had 
taken  possession  of  the  safes,  certain 
other  creditors  of  the  assignor,  also 
residents  of  this  slate,  by  a  process  of 
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attachment,  daly  issned  paraaant  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  attached 
and  levied  apon  said  safes,  and,  npon 
subseqaent  notice  of  the  assignment 
and  demand  for  the  safes  by  the  as- 
Bi^uees,  the  same  was  refased.  The 
action  under  which  the  attachment  was 
made  whs  prosecuted  to  judgment,  and 
the  safes  sold  under  an  execution  duly 
iHsned.  Ill  an  action  by  the  assignees 
Hgaiust  the  judgment  creditors  for 
whose  benefit  the  safes  were  sold,  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  same,  it  was 

SeUi.  that  b^  the  assignment  the  title  to 
safes  vested  instantaneously  in  the  as- 
signees ;  that  by  the  laws  of  this  state 
their  title  was  superior  to  that  acquired 
MtUuequeHtlif  under  the  attaehmeni ;  that 
in  an  attachment  in  an  action  in  this 
state,  between  ciiizens  of  this  state,  in 
regard  to  a  contract  made  in  this  state 
conveying  the  title  to  personal  pro- 
perty, it  must  be  determined  by  the 
law  of  this  state ;  and  that,  hence,  the 
assignees  in  such  action  against  such 
jud^ent  creditors  were  entitled  to 
recover.  {Van  BtukirksLgt,  Warren^ 
2K^ei,ll9,) 

CONSENT. 

1.  Where  a  petition  and  application  to  a 
county  judge,  nnder  the  act  of  1869, 
for  the  purpose  of  bonding  a  town  for 
a  certain  sum,  to  aid  in  the  construct- 
ion of  a  railroad,  purports  to  be  signed 
by  a  majority  of  toe  tax  payers  of  the 
town,  whose  names  appeared  on  the 
last  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment 
roll  of  said  town,  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  said  act,  no  tax  payer, 
thus  consenting,  by  his  signature,  to 
the  object  of  the  application,  altera 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  can  ever 
withdraw  twch  wntenL  {Matter  of  Tax 
paifen  of  Greene^  ante,  515.) 

CONSANGUINnT. 

1.  A  judgment,  attempted  to  be  rendered 
by  a  judge,  who  is  disqualified  by 
reason  of  oonsang^uinity  with  one  of 
the  parties,  is  void  in  the  most  ex- 
treme sense  known  to  the  law,  and 
therefore  it  is  utterly  incapable  of 
being  made  good  by  any  aamission, 
waiver  or  express  consent.  {Clementt 
agt.  Clearwater,  1  JTeyef,  310.) 

CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE. 

1.  Oats  were  purchased  by  W.  from  va- 
lions  persons,  under  an  agreement  be- 
tween him  and  the  defendants  that 


such  oats  should  be  consigned  to  the 
latter;  they  were  paid  for  by  diafts 
drawn  upon  tHe  defendants  {  but  there 
was  no  agreement  for  a  lien  by  the 
defendants  npon  the  property  to  be 
purchased^  by  W.,  or  that  ine  title 
should  be  in  them  from  the  time  of  tlie 
purchase : 

Meld,  that  the  defendanrs  had  no  title  to 
the  oats  so  purchased,  and  no  lien 
thereon,  until  thev  were  consigned  to 
them  by  W.  {Aaee  agt.  Demorest,  54 
Barb,,  433. 

2.  Until  consignment,  in  such  a  case,  the 
lien  of  the  consignee  does  not  attach. 
{Id.) 

3.  A  oonsigfuee,  who  accepts  a  carjB^o, 
with  knowledge  of  the  terms  on  which 
it  was  transported,  makes  himself,  by 
adoption,  a  party  to  the  contract  be- 
tween the  shipowner  and  the  consign- 
or.    {Morse BgL  Peasant^  2  Keyes,  Id.) 

4.  He  is  bound  by  a  stipulation  in  the 
charter  party,  which  provides  for  the 
discharge  of  the  cargo,  in  accordance 
with  the  custom  prevailing  at  the  port 
of  delivery.     [Id.) 

3.  Strict  demurrage  can  only  be  claimed 
when  provision  is  made  for  it  in  the 
contract ;  but  damages  in  the  nature  of 
demurrage  may  be  recovered  by  the 
ship  owner,  for  unwarranted  detention 
through   the  fault  of  the   consignee. 

r/A) 

CONSTABLES. 

1.  Fees  of  constables  in  civil  and  crimi- 
nal casee,  increased  and  prescribed. 
Lawt  of  1869.  Oh,,  820;  amending 
i^oiM  0/1869,  CA.,  692.    {'^  Abb.  N.  sT) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  act  of  the  legislature  entitled 
"  An  act  to  amend  an  act  to  prevent  an- 
imals from  running  at  large  in  the  pub- 
lic highways,  and  to  create  a  short  bar 
to  actions  under  said  act,"  {Law*  of 
1867,  C&.  814,)  is  not  a  violation  of  the 
oonttUution^  which  declares  that  no 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liber- 
ty or  property,  without  due  j^roces*  of 
taw.'^  {This  act  ie  distinffwuhable  %n 
thit  particular  from  the  original  act, 
paeaed  in  1862.  and  which  wa*  held  un- 
conetituti/mal  in  BockweU  agt.  NearvM, 
35  N.  T.,  302.)  {Fox  agt.  Dnnckel, 
ante,  136.) 

2.  ^  Every  national  baiJnng  atsocMtian, 
state  bdnk^  or  state  banking  association, 
shall  pay  a  tax  of  ten  per  centwKn  on  the 
amount  of  notes  of  any  person,  state 
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bank,  or  state  banking  institntioii,  nsed 
for  ciroalation,  and  paid  oat  by  them, 
after  the  Ist  day  of  Angnst,  I806 ;  and 
sach  tax  Bhali  be  aaaessed  and  paid  in 
BQcfa  manner  aa  shall  be  prescnoed  by 
the  oommiMioner  of  internal  reyenoe. 
(AetofCoMrw,  July  Ut,  1866;  14  U, 
5.  St.,  146.)  ( VeasU  Bank  agt  Ftauu>, 
anUf  147.) 

St  This  law  is  not  repwnant  to  the  eon- 
ttittUum  of  tko  Uhxtoa  Statei,  aa  being 
a  direct  tax,  which  requires  to  be  ap- 
portioned among  the  states  agreeable 
to  the  oonstitntion ;  because  it  is  nat  a 
direct  tax,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution.  Nor  is  it  unconfititutional 
as  impairing  a  franchise  granted  by  tke 
ttate;  for  it  is  not  the  ^franchise  01  the 
banks  which  is  sought  to  be  taxed,  bnt 
Uie  j^ropertv  created  or  contents  made 
and  issued  Sy  them.    {Id.) 

A.  The  jHnoer  to  tax  may  be  exercised  op- 
pressiyel^  upon  persons,  but  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  legislatare  is  not  to 
the  conns,  bat  to  the  people,  by  whom 
its  members  are  elected ;  so  that  if  a 
parUcolar  tax  bears  heavily  upon  a 
corporation,  or  a  class  of  corporations, 
it  cannot,  therefore,  be  pi'onounced 
contrary  to  the  constitntion.*  (Nelson 
and  Dxyis,  Justices,  dissented.)    (Id.) 

5.  The  act  of  the  legislatare,  of  April  20, 
1866,  {Laws  0/I866,  ch.  876.)  being  the 
tax  leyy  for  that  year,  is  a  private  or 
local  bill,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  and  $9  restricting  the  pow- 
er of  the  corporation  of  New  York  to 
make  contracts,  relates  to  a  subject  not 
expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act,  and  is 
therefore  unconstitutional.  {PuUman 
agt.  Mayor  of  Nevf  Tori,  54  Barb.  169.) 

6.  A  proceeding  against  a  vessel  by  name 
whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  the 
claim,  being  a  proceeding  in  the  nature 
of  a  suit  in  tidmiralty,  a  statute  passed 
bj  a  state  legislature,  conferring  the 
right  to  a  lien  on  a  vessel,  and  to  pro- 
ceed apfairst  her  by  name,  whatever 
may  be  the  nature  of  the  claim,  is  an- 
conntitntional  and  void.  {Ferran  agt. 
ffosford,  54  Barb.,  200.) 

7.  The  act  of  the  legislatare  of  1861, 
creating  a  board  of  revision,  is  not  void 
as  infringing  the  constitution  of  the 
otate.  The  subject  of  the  act  is  ex- 
pressed sufficiently  in  its  tide.  It  is 
'*  An  act  relative  10  contracts.*'  {Mat- 
ter of  the  application  of  Tappan,  54 
BarS.,  225.)^^  ^^ 

8.  Neither  the  officers  created  by  the  act 
of  April  12,  im7.  *'  to  consolidate  the 
seyeral  school  districts  and  parts  of 
districts  within  the  corporate  limits  of 
the  village  of  Saratoga  Springs,  and  to 


establish  a  free  union  school  or  schools 
therein,"  {Laws  of  1867,  ch.  353.)  nor 
the  trustees  of  scnool  disti^ts  within 
that  village,  are  county,  city,  totm  or 
village  officers,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  nrst  and  second  branches  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  article  10  of  the  state  constita- 
tion.  {People  ex  rsH  Board  of  Educa- 
tion of  Saratoga  Springs  agt  BenneU. 
64  Barh.,  4807) 

9.  The  third  branch  of  section  2  of  said 
lOfh  article  of  the  constitution  em- 
braces, in  its  scope  and  language,  not 
only  trustees  of  school  districts,  bat 
also  all  officers  whose  offices  might  be 
thereafter  created ;  such  as  boards  of 
education,  and  the  like.    {Id.) 

10.  Hence,  whether  the  officers  named 
in  the  act  of  April,  1867,  are  ealled 
school  trustees,  or  members  of  *'tbe 
board  of  education,*'  or  by  any  other 
name,  title  or  character  of  school 
officers,  and  though  possessing  bj 
their  creation  sabstantially  the  same 
powers  and  exercising  or  attempting 
to  exercise,  the  functions  or  duties  of 
school  trustees,  the  legislatare  did  not 
transcend  its  legitimate  powers  by  the 
enactment  of  tne  said  act,  and  in  the 
creation  of  a  board  of  education  con- 
sisting of  the  persons  named,  with  the 
powelv  theretn  conferred.    {Id.) 

11.  Whether  the  board  of  education  thoa 
created  possesses  more  or  less  powers 
than  orainary  school  district  trustees, 
they  are  clearly  brouKiit  within  the 
thira  branch  of  section  2,  article  10  of 
the  constitution,  as  officers  "  whose 
offices  may  heieafter  be  created  by 
law,"  and  maytheretore  be  appointed 
by  the  legislature.    {Id.) 

12.  The  act  of  April  12,  1867,  is  not  un- 
constitutional and  void  as  beine  in  vio- 
lation of  section  16,  article  9  of  tbe 
state  constittttion,  which  declares  that 
"no  private  or  local  bill  which  may  be 
passed  by  the  legislature  shall  embrace 
more  than  one  subject,  and  that  shidl 
be  expressed  in  the  title."    {Id. ) 

13.  Although  the  ac'  in  question  is  locals 
being  confined  to  a  particular  locality, 
yet  it  embraces  bur.  one  suJbject,  viz.. 
the  establishment  of  a  free  union  school 
or  Bcboobi,  within  the  limits  specified. 

14.  The  act  of  the  legislature  *Mn  re- 
lation to  the  plank-road  law  in  the 
county  of  Saratojra,"  passed  February 
27, 18'64,  which  enacts  that  "if  any 
plank  road  in  Saratoga  0i«iiDty,  nsed 
for  six  years,  shall  be  abandoned,  01 
its  charter  expire  by  its  own  limitation, 
or  forfeiture,  sach  plank  road  and  its 
right  of  way,  shall  become  and  is  here- 
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by  declared  a  public  highway  and 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  highways  of  the  town  to 
take  the  same  measares  for  apprais- 
ing the  reversionary  interest  of  the 
owners  whose  lands  were  taken 
for  sQch  plank  road,  &c.,  as  are  re- 
quired bv  the  statute  in  relation  to  the 
appraisal  of  damages  for  laying  out 
puolic  highways,  &c.,  is  not  niicotistitu- 
tional.  ( 2%«  People  ex  rel.  Milchell  agt. 
Laufrencef  54  Barb.  589.) 

15.  It  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  express 
provision  of  the  constitution,  nor  an 
infringement  of  any  natural  right 
{Id.) 

16.  Statutes  A*ee  from  these  objections 
cannot  be  declared  void  by  the  courts. 
Within  this  limit,  the  legislative  will 
is  sovereign.    {Id.) 

1^.  This  case  is  decided  upon  a  point  not 
considered  by  either  oi  the  judges  in 
their  opinions.  Those  opinions  are 
valuable  as  presenting,  in  very  able 
and  exhaustive  arguments,  the  oppos- 
ing views  of  two  of  the  judges  of  our 
highest  court|  upon  the  constitutional- 
ity of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  provid- 
ing for  the  arbitration  of  a  claim  against 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  such  amount  as  the  arbitrators 
should  award.  As  the  conclusions  of 
neither  upon  the  point«  discussed,  seem 
to  have  been  affirmed  by  the  court, 
there  are  no  questions  or  law ^na//y 
determined  which  can  be  embodied  and 

E resented  in  head  notes.  The  opinions 
owever,  will  amply  repay  perusal  and 
study.  (Baldwin  &gt.  Mayor  ofN.  T.^ 
2  Keyea,  2Sr.) 

CONTEMPT. 

1.  The  United  States  court  in  bankruptcy 
has  no  jurisdiction  or  power,  to  intei^ 
fere  with  or  to  arrest  the  proceedings 
of  a  state  court,  in  the  ordinary  and 
leifitimate  administration  of  justice. 
{Clark  agt  Binninger^  aiUe,  34 1.) 

L  Consequently,  in  an  action  in  the  state 
court  between  partners,  for  a  diesolu- 
tion  of  the  copartnership  and  for  the 
winding  up  of  the  business  of  the  firm, 
&c.,  in  which  an  injunction  is  granted 
and  a  receiver  appointed,  who  has  taken 
possesMion  of  the  partnership  property, 
an  aisujnee  in  bankruptcy  proceedings^ 
oommenced  subsequently  against  the 
tame  parties  in  the  Uniied  slates  dis- 
trict court  has  no  right  to  demand  of 
the  receiver  poBBesnioii  uiid  control  of 
the  property  in  charge  of  the  latter ; 
and  where  tliis  is  done  by  the  assignee 
be  will  be  aeemed  in  contempt  by  the 
slate  court.    {Id.) 


3.  Upon  a  breach  of  an  order  requiring 
the  payment  of  alimony  in  a  oivorce 
suit,  a  precept  cannot  be  issued  ad- 
judging the  partv  to  be  in  contempt, 
and  imposing  tne  payment  of  tne 
money  it  was  issued  to  collect,  as  a 
fine.  The  precept  should  be  in  such 
form  as  to  entitle  the  prisoner  to  jail 
limits.  ( Ward  agt  Ward,  6  Abb.  If. 
&,  79) 

4.  The  power  to  punish  the  defendant 
for  contempt  for  not  obeying  an  order 
in  supplementary  proceedings,  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  judgment 
on  which  the  proceedings  supplement- 
ary to  execution  were  founded,  was 
a  judgment  merely  for  costs.  {Brtuh 
agt  i^  6  Abb.  N.  S.  50.) 

5.  If  service  of  an  order  for  the  defen- 
dant to  appear  before  a  referee  and 
submit  to  an  exaimination  as  to  his 
property,  is  made  without  exhibiting 
to  him  the  original  order  of  the  judge, 
the  service  is  only  irreffular — ^not  u 
service  which  the  defendant  is  at  lib- 
erty to  disregard,  but  one  which  he 
can  object  to,  and  have  set  aside,  by 
appearing  and  taking  the  objection. 
His  failure  U>  take  the  objection  is 
a  waiver  of  it  {BUIvm*  agt  Oarrer. 
54  Barb.  40.; 

6.  While  there  is  no  rule  or  practice 
which  absolutely  protects  a  party  from 
punishment  for  u  violation  of  an  order, 
committed  upon  the  advice  of  counsel, 
yet  substantial  justice,  and  the  wise 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  the 
court,  require  it  to  relieve  a  party 
when  the  effect  of  his  counsel's  mis- 
take may  be  to  keep  him  in  jail  indefi- 
nitely, oy  reason  of  his  inability  to 
pay  a  large  sum  of  money.    {Id.) 

7.  Accordingly,  where  a  defendant  was 
adjudged  guilty  of  contempt  in  failing 
to  appear  and  submit  to  an  examin- 
ation, as  to  his  property,  and  it  was 
shown  that  such  failure  was  caused  by 
the  advice  of  counsel  given  in  good 
faith  and  in  good  faith  relied  upon  by 
the  defendant,  the  order  was  modified 
so  as  bo  direct  that  the  defendant  be 
adjudged  guilty  of  the  contempt 
charged,  and  be  fined,  unless  he  ap- 
peared and  submitted  to  an  examin- 
ation under  the  original  order,  and 
made  an  affidavit  to  ihe  effect  that  he 
had  made  no  transfer  of  his  property, 
since  the  order  for  his  examination, 
except  and  unless  under  the  provisions 
of  the  bankrupt  act    {Id.) 

CONTRACT. 

1.  Mutucdity  of  ohligation  is  not  esaentaal 
to  the  obligatory   power  of  a  contrcKt 
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An  agreement  nnder  the  statote  of 
fraodi  will  bind  the  party  who  sub- 
Bcnbed  it,  altb^agh  there  may  be  no 
lesal  remedy  al  his  suit  against  the 
otner  by  reason  of  this  latter  party 
haviujBf  omitted  to  subscribe  it  A  snb- 
BcripUon  by  the  agent  of  the  part^ 
charged  is  safficient.  {Brooklyn  Oil 
Refinery  agt.  Brown,  anteyi44.) 

2.  A  coDtract  was  made  as  follows: 
'*NewYork,  March  31,  1868.  Sold  to 
Sterling  Oil  Works  for  account  of  Mr. 

D.  Brown  &  Sons,  one  hundred  and 
sixty  thousand  (160,000J  gallons,  crude 
petroleum,  grayity  40-17,  at  eleven  and 
three-quarters  rll|)  cents  per  gallon. 
To  be  deliverea  to  bulk  lighter  at  yard 
free  of  expense,  Tank  measurement: 
quality  and  quantity  to  bo  acoeptea 
at  the  time  of  delivery  at  yard: 
"  Sellers  option  during  the  month  of 
May  next,  at  the  rate  of  forty  thousand 
(40,000)  gallons  per  week  through  the 
month.  D.  Bbowv  6l  Som. 

**  Stamped  and  executed  inpresence  of, 
H.  C.  Ohlen,  Broker.    Terms  cash." 

ffeldf  that  this  was  binding  on  Uie  defen- 
dants as  a  contract,  and  especially  so 
as  they  had  explicitly  admitted  it  in  the 
pleadingd  in  the  action.   (Id.) 

3.  Under  this  contract  tlie  defendants  are 
obliged  to  notify  the  plaintiffs  at  what 
*'  yard"  and  at  what  time,  they  propose 
to  deliver  the  oil,  before  any  obliga- 
tion is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to 
send  their  lighter  for  the  oil.    (Id,) 

4.  It  is  a  settled  doctrine  that  the  duty 
of  action— of  delivery,  or  demand,  or 
tender,  is  on  him  who  reserves  to  him- 
self an  option.  Therefore  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  bound  to  nay,  or  tender  pay- 
ment for  the  oil,  before  the  defendant 
had  delivered  or  offered  to  deliver  it. 
Seadiness  and  willingness  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  for  the  oil,  were 
sufficient,  without  proof  of  payment  or 

tender  of  payment.    {Id.) 

5.  This  contract  obliges  the  defendants 
to  deliver  40,000  gallons  a  week,  and 
their  option  only  applies  to  the  day  of 
the  week  on  which  tneymight  deliver — 
not  the  option  to  deliver  the  whole 
160,000  gallons  on  the  last  day  of  May 
— ^which  falling  on  Sunday,  they  might 
deliver  the  whole  on  the  firvt  day  of 
June.  They  expressly  agree  to  deliver 
the  whole  160,000  gallons  in  the  month 
of  Jf  ay,  and  a  delivery  on  the  first  day 
of  JwM  would  not  satisfy  their  oou- 
toBOt    {Id.) 

0.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
the  breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  real 
estate,  the  proper  rule  of  damages  is 
the  amount  paid  by  the  purchaser,  on 


excutinir  the  contract,  together  witii 
the  diflbrenoe  between  ue  contract 
price  and  the  actual  value  of  the 
premises,  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
to  have  been  performed.  {PrinffU  agt. 
Spauldingt  53  Barh,  17.) 

7.  Where  a  contract  has  been  made  bj 
a  principal,  performance  of  it  entitlea 
his  personal  repreeentatives  to  pay- 
ment; and  payment  not  having  been 
made  to  the  latter  or  his  agent  duly 
authorized,  his  right  of  action  is  ma<fe 
out.  An  unauthorized  payment  to  the 
agent  could  not  be  ratified  by  the 
personal  representative  bringing  an 
action  on  the  contract,  where  he  cuums 
nothing  by  reason  of  such  payment, 
but  on  the  contrary  repudiates  it 
altogether.  (Coy/eagt.  OityofBrooL- 
tyn,  53  Barb,  41 ) 

8.  By  the  statute  of  frauds,  an  agreement 
for  the  sale  of  lands,  to  be  yuid,  must 
be  binding  upon  all  the  parties  by 
whom  the  sale  is  to  be  made.  The 
word  '*party,''  in  the  statute,  meana 
all  the  vendors,  when  more  than  one 
are  included  in  the  contract  of  sale. 
{Snyden-  agt.  Neefiu,  53  Bath,  63). 

9.  To  be  binding,  the  contract  must  be 
signed  by  the  vendors,  all  of  them, 
personally  or  by  an  autnorized  agent, 
and  the  contract  as  it  appears  on  its 
face,  must  be  assentea  to  by  the 
venaee.  A  vendee  will  not  be  deemed 
to  have  assented  to  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  which  is  binding  on  one 
of  two  venaors,  only.  And  the  con- 
tract being,  for  that  reason,  not  bind- 
ing upon  him,  at  the  time  it  was 
signed,  he  cannot  make  it  a  yalid 
agreement  as  to  one  vendor  only,  by 
assenting  to  it  as  such  a  contract, 
afterwards.    (Id,) 

10.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
contradict  or  vary  written  contracts, 
or  their  Ugal  eject  If  it  becomes 
necessary  to  ascertain  the  subject 
matter  to  which  a  contract  relates, 
and  the  circumstances  connected  there- 
with, for  the  purpose  of  understanding 
the  contract,  such  subject  matter  or 
circumstances    may    be     proved    by 

garol,  and  such  evidence  is  not  in  oon- 
ict  with  the  rule  touching  parol 
evidence  to  contradict  or  yary  written 
instruments.  {Thomat  agt^  TrutcotL 
63  Barb.^  200.) 

11.  Moaey  having  been  placed  in  the 
hands  of  an  individual  as  a  mere 
depositary,  for  the  use  of  another, 
may  be  recovered  by  the  latter, 
whether  it  was  paid  to  the  depositary 
on  a  legal  or  an  illegal  contract.  The 
liability  of  the  depoeitary  arisee  upon 
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the  receipt  of  the  money,  and  is 
entirely  separate  from,  and  independ- 
ent of,  any  illegal  contract.  ( VTood- 
worth  agL  Bennett,  53  Barb.  361). 

12.  The  ordinary  rnle  that  a  master  is,  in 
all  cases,  liable  for  the  negligence  of 
his  servant^  does  not,  uuqualitiedly, 
apply  to  injuries  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  contractor,  or  hid  eniplovees. 
xet  where  the  contractor  had  siipalated 
to  nse  the  necessary  precautionary 
measures  to  protect  the  public  against 
aocident&  the  owner  or  employer  is 
relieved  m>m  responsibility.  ( Osbom 
agt.  Union  Ferry  Co.,  S3  Barb,  629). 

13w  The  contract  between  the  owner  of 
property,  and  a  contractor,  for  the 
making  of  certain  improvements  there- 
on, provided  that  *'  in  case  the  owner 
shall  be  held  or  made  liable  for  any 
injury  arising  out  of  neglect  or  wilful 
defacut  of  uie  said  party  (the  con- 
tractor) or  any  of  their  workmen,  the 
owner  may  deduct  any  such  amount  as 
he  may  be  obliged  to  pay  on  said  ao> 
count,  from  the  contract  price :" 

J9«^,  that  this  provision  was  inserted, 
not  to  shift  the  responsibility  to  third 

Sersons  on  the  contractor,  but  to  in* 
emnify  the  owner  for  anv  damages 
which  such  persons  mignt  recover 
against  him,  on  account  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  contractor.    ( Id, ) 

14.  Upon  a  sale  of  lote  belonging  to  the 
defendants,  by  the  commissioners  of 
the  sinking  fund,  in  April,  1852,  the 
terms  of  siue  were — ten  per  cent  to  be 
paid  in  cash,  with  expenses  of  the  sale, 
immediately;    fifteen  per  cent  to  be 

Said  on  the  1st  of  May,  1852,  when  the 
eed  was  to  be  delivered  ;  and  the  re- 
maining seventy-five  per  cent  to  be 
secured  by  bona  and  mortgage  for  five 
years.  K.  &  B.,  purchtisad  twelve  of 
the  lots,  at  said  sale,  upon  the  above 
terms,  and  paid  ten  per  cent  of  the 

Eurchase  money  and  exnenses  of  sale, 
ut  failed  to  pay  the  fifteen  per  cent, 
and  execute  a  mortgage  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  purchase  money,  on  the 
Ist  of  May.  On  the  16th  of  December, 
1852,  they  assigned  their  bid  to  the 
plainiifBi,  and  the  comptroller  of  the 
city  promised  that,  upon  payment  of 
the  fifteen  per  cent,  and  the  execution 
of  a  motgage  for  the  balance  by  the 
plaintitfs,  the  property  would  be  oon- 
veyedto  them: 

ffdd,  that  the  defendants  were  bound 
by    this    arrangement    HAtween    the 

Cfaintifle  and  the  comptroller ;  and  that 
y  such  arrangement  the  default  of 
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cent  on 


B.,  in  not  pa^ng  the  fifteen  per 
on  the  1st  of  May,  and  giving 


tiieir  bond  and  mortgage  for  the  re* 
mainder  of  the  purchase  money,  was 
waived  bv  the  defendants.  (Milter  agt 
Mayorf  <k.,  New  York,  53  Barb.^  653.) 

15.  And  the  plaintifis  having,  in  reliance 
upon  this  arrangement,  paid  to  K.  d& 
B.,  the  ten  per  cent  and  the  auctioneer's 
fees: 

Hdd^  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  n>ecfic 
performance  of  the  contract  of^sale: 

Seldf  ckUoj  that  a  delay  which  subse- 
quently took  place,  until  August,  1858, 
when  we  plaintifis  tentered  the  amount 
of  purchase  money  due,  with  interest, 
having  occured  by  mutual  consent  of 
the  plaintifis  and  the  comptroller,  from 
time  to  time,  without  any  fault  of  the 
plaintifiis,  the  defendants'  were  bound 
Dy  the  action  of  the  comptroller,  in  the 
matter  of  postponing  the  delivery  of 
the  deed;  and  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  did  not  commence  running 
against  the  plaintiifs  until  the  refusal 
of  the  comptroller  to  deliver  the  deed, 
in  August,  1858.    (Id). 

16b  Under  a  contract  bv  a  firm  doing 
business  at  A.,  that  toey  would  ship 
merchandise  from  B.  to  the  plaintins 
at  C.  specifying  no  time  within  which 
the  snipment  is  to  be  made,  the  con- 
tracting party  is  to  be  limited  to  a  rea- 
sonsble  time,  that  is,  only  so  much  as 
is  necessary  to  send  notice  of  the  con- 
tract to  the  place  at  which  the  shipment 
is  to  be  made,  and  to  complete  a  ship- 
ment there  commenced  immediately  on 
the  receipt  of  the  notice  at  such  place. 
{New  Haven  df  Northampton  Co.  agt 
Qwinlard,  6  Abb.  N.  S.,  128.) 

17.  Circumstances,  in  the  nature  of  ex- 
cuse for  delay,  which  are  not  shown  to 
have  been  mentioned  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  entered  into,  nor  then 
known,  or  presumable  to  have  been 
then  known,  to  the  plaintiff,  cannot  be 
considered  in  determining  what  should 
be  deemed  ,a  reasonable  time  to  enable 
the  defendant  to  perform.    {Id,) 

18.  Where  a  specified  number  of  shares 
of  stock  are  agreed  to  be  sold,  payable 
and  deliverable  at  the  option  of  the 
seller,  at  a  future  time,  the  contract  is 
executory,  and  the  title  to  the  shares 
does  not  vest  in  the  purchaser,  if  the 
identical  shares  so  sold,  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  contract,  are  not 
in  thepossession  of  the  vendor,  or  some 
other  specified  place,  nor  unless  they 
can  be  identified  and  clistinguished  from 
other  shares  of  the  same  company ; 
and,  even  in  such  a  case,  the  intention 
of  both  of  the  parties  that  tiie  title 
should  pass,  must  be  clearly  established. 
{Curi-ie  agt  WhiU,  6  Abb.,  N.S.,  352.) 
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19.  An  offer  to  pay  what  is  dae  on  a  oon- 
tract,  provided' the  other  party  will 
give  a  release  for  all  damages,  &o.,  is 
not  a  tender  of  payment.  (Clark  ejgL 
Mayor ^  Sc.,  1  JSTeye*  9.) 

90.  When  the  contract  has  been  com- 
pleted, and  the  balance  due  thereon  is 
withheld  to  compel  a  release  of  other 
claims,  the  party  has  his  action  for  the 
recovery.     (Id.) 

SI.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
the  commissiouera  were  aathorized  to 
make  any  alterations  in  the  **torm, 
dimensions,  or  materials  of  the  work," 
a  resolution  ordering  the  excavation  to 
cease  al  a  certain  point,  or  to  go  no 
farther  is  not  a  violation  of  the  con- 
tract.   (Id.) 

22.  Where  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  defendant  to  deliver 
him  a  quantity  of  chairs,  a  part  of 
which  he  then  had,  and  a  part  of  which 
were  to  be  manufactnrea,  and  to  take 
in  payment  therefor  the  notes  of  M.  at 
six  months,  and  delivered  the  chairs 
he  had  on  hand;  and  sabsequently 
demanded  of  the  defendant  the  notes 
of  M.  for  the  chairs  delivered,  which 
were  reftised — in  an  action  to  recover 
for  Uie  chairs  delivered : 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover. 
(PaUridge  agt.  OildermeiMterf  I  Keym, 
93). 

23.  That  in  order  to  pat  the  plaintiff  in 
the  wrong  respecting  the  chairs  to 
be  mannfactared  and  deliveied,  the 
defendant  should  have  tendered  the 
notes  of  M.  and  demanded  the  chairs. 
{Id.) 

24.  That  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  deliver 
the  chairs  ouly  upon  tne  credit  of  M. 
and  was  entitled  to  the  notes  on  the 
delivery  of  the  chairs  or  any  part 
thereof    (Id,) 

^.  That  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to 
deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  notes  of  M. 
for  the  chairs  aelivered  when  demand- 
ed, exonorated  the  phiiutiii  from  any 
farther  delivery  oT  the  chairs,  and 
entitled  him  to  hiia  action  for  those 
already  delivered.     {Id.) 

26.  A  contract  is  not  void  as  against  a 
statute,  unlei<it  foninicd  upun  tin  illegal 
consideration  which  enttra  into  and 
forms  a  part  of  the  contract,  or  iinleM, 
it  provides  for  doinj?  something  dis- 
tinctly forbidden.  ( O'jtlenMuryh  B.  B. 
Co.  agt.  WolUy^  1  Keya,  118;. 

27.  The  defendants  employed  the  plain- 
tiff to  cut  down,  prepare*  and  trani<ix)rt 
to  market,  from  a  piirticular  timbered 
lot,  dock  sticks  of  prescnbed  sizes,  and 


spruce  trees  of ,  certain  dimenaionB, 
suitable  for  spars.  In  performing  the 
work  some  or  the  dock  sticks  being  got 
out  were  smaller  chan  the  contract 
prescribed,  and  the  spruce  trees  cat 
were  of  an  inferior  size  and  quality. 
The  defendants  looked  on  in  silence, 
raising  no  objection,  and  both  the  dock 
Btickri  and  Hpars  were  delivered  and 
accepted  at  New  York,  under  the  con- 
tract, and  remained  in  the  defendants' 
possession  until  sold,  without  a  word 
of  disapprobation  because  of  any  devia- 
tion from  the  agreement : 

Held^  that  under  theee  circnmstancee  ft 
was  not  for  the  defendants  to  insist 
that  they  were  absolved  from  makiii<f 
full  compensation  to  the  plaintiff  for 
his  labor,  because  some  of  the  dock 
sticks  did  not  stictiy  conform  in  sise, 
nor  the  spars  in  quality,  to  the  contracts 
(PU»  agl  Nath,  1  Keyet^  335.) 

28.  Where  one  pert^  to  an  agreement  ' 
aasentato  work  as  it  is  being  performed 
bv  the  other,  and  with  a  knowledge 
of  a  deviation  from  the  strict  letter  of 
the  agreement,  fails  to  make  any  ob- 
jection, he  cannot  afterwards  make  such 
deviation  a  ground  of  refusal  to  per- 
form on  his  part.    {Id ) 

29.  A  party  agreeing  to  cut,  prepare  and 
transport  to  market  dock  sticks,  sparsy 
^c,  for  another,  is  not,  while  trana- 
porting  the  timber,  acting  as  a  common 
carrier;  and  his  duty  extends  no 
further  than  to  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
prudence,  care  and  skiU  in  protecting 
the  property  from  loss  or  damage. 
{Id.) 

90.  For  a  loss  caused  by  an  unusual 
flood,  by  mere  casualty,  against  which 
ordinary  prudence  and  diligence  could 
not  protect,  and  without  any  lack  of 
care  or  skill  on  his  part,  he  is  not  liable. 
{Id.) 

31.  A  contract  to  build  a  hull  of  a  vessel, 
being  wholly  executory  in  its  character, 
passes  no  title  to,  or  interest  in,  the 
vessel,  as  against  parties  having  no 
notice  of  sncb  contract-  {St^momr 
agt.  Montgom^,  1  Keyes,  463). 

32.  Where  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to 
perform  certain  work  upon  the  house 
of  the  dft>nriant.  nt  a  price  stipnlated 
to  be  paid,  and  the  building  is  destroyed 
by  tire  b<'foro  ilie  work  is  completed, 
tfie  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  work  performed  up  to  the  time 
of  the  tire.  (Niblo  agt.  BtnsH  1  Keyet, 
476.) 

33.  In  ^uch  contract,  by  the  destruction 
of  the  houoe  without  the  fault  of  th9 
plaiuiiff,  the  defendant  is  put  in  default. 
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upon  the  principle  that  he  was  bound 
to  finish  the  house  to  enable  the  plain* 
tiff  to  complete  his  contract.    {Id.) 

34.  Where  the  owner  of  property  retains 
possession,  and  contracis  for  the  per- 
formance of  work  upon  it,  there  is  an 
implied  obligation  for  him  to  have  it 
ou  hand  and  in  readiuess  for  the  labor 
to  be  performed.    (Id.) 

35.  When  a  party  purchases  a  tract  of 
land  at  a  price  named,  and  pays  for  the 
same  in  a  city  lot,  stipoiaiing  that  said 
lot  nhall  sell  wirhin  one  year  at  that 
price  or  over,  and  in  case  of  its  not 
selling  for  that  amount  he  will  make 
up  the  deficiency  in  cash,  &c.,  the 
other  party  is  at  liberty  to  sell  said  lot 
at  public  auction  at  any  time  durmg 
the  year,  and  if  it  does  not  brinff  the 
price  stipulated  the  party  will  be 
liable  for  the  deficiency.  (Saket  agt 
Peck,  1  Keyet,  506.) 

36.  The^tf  in  this  case  fall  under  the 
general  head  of  contracts,  and  the  ef- 
fects upon  a  contract  of  a  general  sitpn- 
lalion  of  parties  made  subse^juently, 
during  the  pendency  of  a  suit  to  set 
ajuide  the  contract  as  void :  The  pe- 
culiar facta  and  circumstances  under 
which  the  action  was  brought,  and 
which  were  established  on  the  tnal, 
form  so  large  and  so  essential  a  part  of 
the  case,  that  no  intelligent  idea  can 
be  formed  of  the  conclusions  of  law 
reached  by  the  court,  froji  head  notes 
of  auy  reasonable  length,  and  the  same 
will  be  best  Hscertained  from  the  state 
ment  and  opinions  respectively  given. 
(Mann  agt.  Palmer j  2  Keyes,  177.) 

37.  The  defendant  had  subscribed,  in  his 
own  name  simply,  for  fifty  shares 
(2  500)  of  the  stock  of  the  Erie  and 
New  York  City  raiboad :  At  the  same 
time  he  subscribed  for  fifty  other 
shares,  writing  his  name  and  an- 
nexing thereto  the  letters  "Exr.," 
saying  that  he  would  take  fifty  shares 
for  an  estate  of  which  he  was  execu- 
tor: 

ffeld,  that  these  subscriptions  were  two 
separate  and  independent  contracts, 
and  that  the  pendency  of  an  action  to 
enforce  the  payment  of  the  first  afford- 
ed no  sufficient  ground  for  abating  the 
action  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the 
second.  {£rif.  and  N.  JT.  (Ji4iif  B.  B. 
agt.  Patrick,  2  Ke^yes.  256.) 

38.  One  who  uses  words  in  a  deceptive 
and  double  sense,  for  the  purpose  of 
misleading  the  party  with  whom  he 
contracts,  is  bound  by  them  in  the 
aense  in  which  he  intended  them  to  be 
understood.  {/Jokruon  agt.  Hatkamj  2 
Keyes,  476.) 


38.  The  surrender  of  an  instrument  ere- 
adng  an  obligation,  if  fraudulently 
procured  by  the  obligor,  does  not  ex- 
tinguish the  obligation.    (Id.) 

40.  A  contract  for  the  sawing  of  Inmbe* 
from  logs,  provided  on  the  part  of  the 
mill  owner,  that  he  would  ''saw  it  in 
a  good  and  workman-like  manner,  and 
ta&e  pains  and  saw  all  the  clean  stuff, 
select  box,  that  could  be  got  out  of  the 
logs,  and  would  saw  all  the  bark  from 
the  edge  boards,  and  what  was  sawed 
into  inch  should  be  plump  inch,'*  and 
if  any  of  the  lumber  should  be  B(K>iled 
in  sawing  the  null  owner  was  to  re- 
tain it  and  allow  a  specified  price : 
The  lumber  was  all  taken  bj  the  own- 
er, but  not  without  objection  that  it 
was  not  sawed  in  a  workmanlike 
manner: 

Beld^  that,  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  to 
enforce  payment  of  the  contract  price 
for  sawing  the  lumber,  the  defendant 
should  have  been  permitted  to  ohow, 
as  he  offered  to  do,  first,  that  the  lum- 
ber was  not  sawed  in  a  workman-like 
manner,  and  second,  that  among  lum- 
bermen spoiled  lumber  is  that  which 
is  rendered  unmarketable,  (ffairis 
agt.  Batkbun,  2  Keyei,  312.) 

41.  Under  a  contract  like  the  above,  the 
owner  had  no  option  to  refuse  any 
lumber,  except  such  as  was  siioiled; 
Henccj  his  acceptance  of  the  lumber 
was  not  a  waiver  of  his  claim  for  dam- 
ages for  such  as  was  sawed  in  an  un- 
workmanlike manner.     {Id.) 

• 

42.  The  sawing  of  the  lumber  into  in- 
ferior qualities  did  not  spoil  it  so  as  to 
render  it  unmarketable,  and  did  not 
bring  it  under  that  branch  of  the  con- 
tract which  required  the  mill  owner  to 
retain  and  pay  for  it.    {Id. )  > 

43.  Under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  tim- 
ber on  certain  land,  with  the  right  to 
enter  upon  said  land  for  the  purpose 
of  cutting  and  carrying  away  said 
timber,  **for  and  duringthe  term  oi  ten 
years,'*  it  was 

ffeld^  that  the  party  claiming  under  such 
contract  could  not  enter  upon  the  land, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term  limited 
in  the  contract,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
moving timber  cut  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term.  {BoisoMbin  agt. 
12«ed,2JBreye»,323.) 

44.  His  right  to  enter  and  carry  away 
expired  on  a  particular  day,  and  be 
cannot  be  permitted  to  overreach  the 
letter  of  his  covenant.    {Id.) 

45.  Where  A  contracts  with  B  to  sell 
to  the  latter  certain  premises,  point- 
ing  out  the  boundaries,  but,  in  ths 
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written  deBcription  of  the  premisetK) 
contracted  to  be  conveyed  inclades  only 
a  portion  of  the  premises  no  pointed 
out,  it  seemly  that  the  aasignee  of  B, 
relying  upon  a  conformity  between 
the  written  description  and  verbal 
agreement  between  A  and  Bj  may 
maintain  an  action  against  A,  to  com- 
pel a  conveyance  according  to  the 
nnderstandiug  between  the  original 
Darties.    {BetUU^  aj<U  SmUkf  2  £»j/et, 

#6.  Where  a  porchaser  contracts  for 
cbattelSf  to  be  delivered  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  he  is  not  boond  to  accept 
them  after  breach  of  the  agreement, 
anless  he  cansed  the  delay  or  waived 
punctual  performance.  (Aw#e  agU 
JjetnM,  2  Acyef,  352.) 

47.  Where  the  price  is  paid  in  advance, 
and  the  vendor  fails  to  perform  within 
the  time  agreed,  the  purchaser  may 
resort  at  once  to  his  action  for  viola- 
tion of  hie  contract    {Id.) 

48.  A  refusal  to  accept  an  article  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  conform  to  the 
contract  is  not,  in  itself,  an  agreement 
to  accept  it  afterwards  if  such  objection 
be  obviated.    {Id.) 

49.  Defendant  negotiated  a  loan  upon  its 
bonds  with  a  privilege  to  the  bond- 
holders to  subscribe  to  the  capital  stock 
of  the  company,  to  an  amount  equal  to 
one-hnlf  of  the  bonds.  The  plaintiff 
subscribed  for  $300,000  of  the  bonds, 
and  received  provisional  certificates 
entitling  him.  after  a  certain  date,  to 
ceriifie^ites  of  the  capital  stock  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  proposed  in  negotiat- 
ing the  loan.  Below  the  signature  of 
the  ofiicers  to  the  certificate  was  the 
following:  "  N.  B.  The  exchange  of 
the  provisional  certificates  for  the 
scrip  certificates  is  limited  to  first  Jan- 
nary.  185  ."  By  subsequent  resolu- 
tion of  the  directors  the  memorandum 
was  filled  out,  "  1855.'*  Plaintifi'  paid 
np  his  subscription  to  the  loan  before 
the  instalments  thereto  became  due, 
but  did  not  demand  the  issue  of  t^e 
stock  certificates  until  January  22, 
1857,  when  they  were  refused.  The 
premium  on  the  stock  at  this  time  over 
tiie  amount  paid  (and  which,  with  in- 
terest, the  plaindfT offered  to  pay)  was 
$37  50  per  snare.  The  plaintiff  brought 
suit  to  recover  the  amount  of  this 
premium  on  the  shares  claimed  by  him : 

ffjldf  that,  upon  pa^inj;  all  the  instal- 
ments on  his  subscription  to  the  bonds, 
the  pluintiff^s  right  to  the  dhares  of 
capital  stock  was  absolute,  and  could 
not  be  limited  to  an  election  to  take 
the  Slock  on  or  before  a  specified  date. 


IVam,  Aim BgL  HHnoit  Omirmi  J2L  & 
Cb.2  .£961,673.) 

50.  The  memorandum  in  blank  at  the  foot 
of  the  provisional  certificates  coold 
not  bind  the  plaintiff  to  a  limitation  de- 
termined upon  after  the  iasae  of  aiieh 
oertiiioates.    (Id.) 


CONVEBSION. 

L  ▲  request  by  the  debtor  to  the  eredi- 
tor  to  present  the  note  held  by  the  lat- 
ter for  payment,  is  not  a  snffiment  offer 
of  payment  to  sustain  an  action  for  a 
oonversion  b^  the  creditor,  of  aecori- 
ties  held  by  mm.  {Buttt  agt.  BumeiL 
6AU.I9,8.,  302.) 

8.  Where  property  is  sold  upon  a  con- 
dition, if  the  condition  is  not  complied 
with  no  title  will  pass  from  the  vendor, 
and  the  purchaser  will  acquire  none ; 
nor  can  he  convey  any  title  to  hia 
assignees.    {JeuoptgLMilUr,!  K^et, 

3.  The  pkintiflb  sold  to  W.  a  quantity  of 
steel,  at  the  price  of  $1,0.2.95,  apon 
the  condition  that  it  should  be  paid  for 
by  W.'s  note,  indorsed  bv  J.  C.  &  Co. 
The  property  was  sent  forward  to  W*. 
pursuant  to  his  directions,  subject  to 
the  aforesaid  condition.  He  received 
the  property,  but  never  performed  the 
oonoition : 

Eeldf  that  the  act  oi  W.  was  tortious  and 
that  he  was  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
trespass,  for  the  unlawful  takiufi^  of 
property,  and  that  an  action  would  lie 
against  him  without  any  previous 
demand.    {Id.) 

4.  But  that  as  to  the  persons  daimingthe 
property  as  assignees  of  W.  under  an 
assi^ment  in  trust  for  creditors,  they 
having  acquired  possession  of  the 
property  innocently,  without  notice  of 
aay  defect  of  the  title  in  W.,  an 
action  could  not  be  maintained  against 
them  until  after  demand  and  rwoasL 
(/d.) 

Heldf  altOf  that  the  assignees  not  being 
partners,  a  demand  must  be  made  upon 
each,  in  order  to  maintain  a  Joint  ac- 
tion.   {Id.) 

5.  A  demand  and  refusal  do  not  con- 
stitute a  conversion  of  property.  Tliey 
are  but  evidence  of  a  previous  con- 
version.   {Id.) 

6.  A  refusal  to  deliver  property  to  tbe 
true  owner,  on  demana,  is  evideuce— 
in  the  absence  of  all  explanation— 
that  the  party  received  it  with  inteul 
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to  set  the  real  owner's  rtclit  at  deffRiiee. 

7.  lu  Buch  acHae  the  jnry  will  be  jaeiifled 
in  finding  a  converHiou  before  fait 
brought,  although  the  demand  and 
refiiiiHl  were  not  made  until  after  the 
commencement  of  auit,    (IdL) 

8.  A  fniadulent  purchaser  of  goods,  and 
assignees  to  whom  he  has  assigned 
the  same  in  trust  for  creditors,  are 
liable  to  a  joint  action  by  the  vendor, 
to  recover  the  possessioo.    ( Id.) 


COKPOKATIONa 

1.  Dividends  do  not  arise  from  the  stock, 
but  are  profits  ennied  and  distributea 
by  the  corpuratioii,  to  such  owners  of 
the  Steele  as  ara  recngnixed  iis  such  on 
the  books  of  the  com|)any.  They  may 
be  sold  or  asnigued  wiihout  parting 
with  the  stoc'lc,  and  they  do  uoi  pass  to 
the  purchaser  under  an* executory  con- 
tract, iu  the  absence  of  an  express 
clause  to  that  cH'ect.  A  mere  pi-ovision, 
whereby  tlie  purchaser  agrees  to  pay 
interest  from  tne  date  of  the  contract, 
does  not  liuve  tlie  same  efi'ect.  and  is 
wholly  intiuttieient  to  entitle  the  pur- 
chaser to  the  drvideuds  declared  wnile 
the  contr»iei  i*emuinR  executory.  (Car- 
rie agt.  W/iile,  G  Abb.  N.  S„  3.fe.) 

2.  For  the  same  reasons,  additional  stock 
issued  Uy  a  compiuiy,  follows  the  title 
reco^ii/.ed  by  the  company,  and  does 
not  paHti  to  tiie  purchaser  under  an  ex- 
ecutory coninu'i,  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  siipulation  to  that  etiect.  {Id.) 

3.  The  fact  that  deposits  are  made  by  the 
purchaser  as  security  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  on  his  pai't,  makes 
no  difference  in  this  respect.  Even  if 
paymeuts  are  made  on  account,  as  earn- 
est money  to  bind  the  bai^in,  the  con- 
tract is  not  changed  thereby ;  for  the 
true  legal  effect  of  earnest  money  is 
simply  10  form  conclusive  evidence 
that  a  bargain  was  actually  completed, 
with  mutual  intention  that  it  should 
be  binding  im  both  contracting  parties  ; 
but  the  inquiry  whether  the  title  to  the 
property  Ims  parsed,  is  to  be  tested, 
not  by  the  fact  that  earnest  was  given, 
but  by  I  he  true  nature  of  the  contract, 
concluded  by  the  giving  of  the  earn- 
est.    {Id, ) 

4.  A  provision  of  a  charter  declaring 
that  the  individual  property  of  stock- 
holders shall  be  liable  ior  payment  of 
corporate  debts,  and  that  when  any 
judgment  is  obtained  against  the  cof- 
poraiion,  execution  issueii  thereon  shall 
tirst  be  levied  on   the  property  of  the 


corporation,  and  in  case  of  deficiency 
shall  neit  be  levied  on  individual 
property  of  stockholders,  and  ihHt 
ladgments  afrainst  the  cor |Kirat ion  shall 
idiid  individual  property  of  si«»ckhi>lil- 
ers,  wiihOQt  necetisity  of  bnni;int{  nuit 
against  them  they  havini:  nuiii-e  ot  iho 
suit  against  the  cor|K>rat ion. —dues  not 
create  a  personal  liability  ol  stockhol- 
ders which  can  l»e  enforced  by  action 
iu  the  couru  of  other  states  than  thai 
which  granted  the  charter.  (I^ycr^ 
agl.  Innian, «» Abb,  A'.  i&»*„  ',m,) 

5.  The  only  effect  of  such  a  statute  is  to 
bind  the  property  of  the  individual  cor- 

Krator  iu  the  manner  proscribed.  The 
biiiiy  In  such  case  can  only  be  en. 
forced  in  the  manner  given  by  ihe  sini- 
ate.  The  stockholder  of  a  bank,  whose 
charter  contains  such  a  provision,  is 
not  rendered  directly  and  |iersonally 
liable  bv  the  fact  that  bills  issued  by 
the  bank  eonlained  a  notice  or  state- 
ment that  the  properly  of  stock  Insiders 
was  liable  to  bill  holders.     {Id.) 

€.  In  an  action  against  a  coriioration,  by 
a  stockholder,  to  have  his  contract  of 
•nbscription  rescinded  and  the  amount 
he  had  paid  refunded  to  him,  on  the 
ground  that  the  cimipany  did  not  ac- 
quire or  own  certain  pieces  of  property 
which  it  was  represented  it  wonld  ac- 
quire, the  judge  charged  the  jury  that 
if,  \\\to\\  the  prospectus,  **  the  plaintif) 
had  the  right  to  believe  that  it  waa 
reasonably  certain  that  the  company 
would  acquire  such  property,  and  that 
the  company  was  organized  with  a  view 
to  ownership  of  those  pieces  of  pro|)- 
erty,  then,  if  they  did  not  obtain  it,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover:" 

Htld^  that  the  chai^  was  erroneons. 
{KeUeu  agt  Nm^thera  Light  Oil  Co.,  64 
Barb.,  111.) 

7.  A  corporation  being  abont  to  be  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  dealing  in  and  de- 
veloping oil,  in  oil  lands,  certain  named 

{>ropeity  was  expected  to  constitute  its 
nvested  capital.  After  it  should  be- 
come organized  it  was  to  purchase  the 
several  pieces  of  oil  property  men- 
tioned ill  the  prospectus.  It  succeeded 
in  obtaining  all,  except  one  piece,  as  to 
which  there  was  some  defecM  of  title: 

Beld,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  misre 
presentation  or  fraud,  a  slockholdei 
could  not,  on  the  ground  of  the  failura 
of  the  company  to  acquire  all  the  land 
mentioned  in  the  prospectus,  luainiain 
an  action  agninst  it  to  recover  back  the 
amount  paiil  by  him  upon  his  subscrip- 
tion,    {Id.) 

8.  Such  an  action  cannot  be  sustained 
unless  the  objects  and  purpodcs  of  the 


572 


NEW  YORK  FBAUnCR  BEPOBTa 


DigML 


company  haye  so  entirelr  failed  that 
the  corporation  may  be  said  to  be  Tii^ 
tnally  aissolved.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  there  is  at  most  a  failure  only 
as  to  about  three  fonrths  of  one  tenth 
of  the  property  intended  to  be  owned 
by  the  company,  and  the  money  to  buy 
that  is  in  the  company's  treapary,  this 
is  not  a  sufficient  mnnd  for  dissolying 
the  corporation    (Id.) 

10.  The  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statues 
(I  B.S.,  591,  $  8,)  prohibiting  the  con- 
veyance, dtc,  of  real  property,  or  other 
effects  of  a  corporation,  «c.,  exceeding 
one  thousttud  dollars  in  value,  without 
beiug  authorized  by  a  previous  res- 
olution of  its  board  of  directors,  has  no 
application  to  a  case  of  transfer  to  a 
honafde  holder  for  valuable  oonsidera 
tion.  (Ogden  agt,  Baynumdy  1  JTtyci, 
42). 

11.  A  corporation  consists  of  officers  and 
agents,  some  of  whom  must  represent 
Uie  corporate  body  in  such  a  sense  as 
ro  render  him  a  proper  party  to  receive 
notice  for  and  on  Dehalf  of  such  coi- 
poratton.    (7(2.) 

12.  The  vomptroUer  of  the  city  of  Buffalo 
is  Ruch  officer,  according  to  the  estab- 
lished usage  of  the  city,  to  receive 
notice  of  claims  upon  a  fund  to  be  paid 
upon  a  contract  between  the  city  and 
a  third  party.  {Hall  agt.  City  of 
Buffalo,  I  Keyet,  193). 

13.  The  right  to  take  and  grant  property 
is  of  the  essence  of  every  corporation, 
whether  created  by  license,  by  pre- 
scription, or  by  legislative  act,  and  in 
the  absence  of  legislative  prohibition 
ma^  take  by  all  usual  modes  of  ao- 
quirinj§r  property.  {Shervood  agt. 
Amencan  BihU  J^hciettf,  1  Keyet^  561. 

14.  There  is  no  statute  in  this  state  pro- 
hibiting corporations  from  acquiring 
personal  property  by  bequest  (Id.) 

15.  By  comity  we  recognize  the  exist- 
ence of  corporations  m  other  states, 
and  permit  them  to  exercise  the 
pqwer  with  which  they  are  endowed 
in  our  own,  unless  repugnant  to 
our  own  policy  or  injurious  to  our  in- 
terests.    (Id.) 

16.  Though  the  law  requires  the  sub- 
scriber to  the  capital  stock  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  pay  ten  per  cent  in 
cash  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  to 
make  a  valid  contract  binding  on  the 
parties,  yet  if  the  subscriber,  instead 
of  paying  the  ten  per  cent  in  cash,  give 
his  note  for  the  same,  und  subBequently 
pay  it,  so  that  the  company  ^ets  t^e 
money,  he    is    thereby    constituted  a 


legal  itockholder  of  such  company, 
and  is  liable  on  his  snbecnption. 
{Ogdeiulmrak  B.  B.  Co,^  agt.    Wolley, 

COSTS. 

1.  A^iw<io0(>f<A«nea«ehasnojurisdictioii 
of  an  aoUon  /or  auatUt  and  haUery. 
{OhapiH  agt.  Cole,  ante,  481.) 

2.  Where  the  complaint  contained  three 
counts — one  for  aasaolt  and  battery, 
one  for  injury  to  plaintifi's  bam,  and 
the  other  for  converting  sheep,  and  on 
the  trial  evidence  was  given  upon  aU 
the  counts,  and  a  general  yeroict  for 
plaintiffs  for  $20: 

Beld  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
eoitt,    {Id,) 

3.  Where  an  action  is  instituted  to  prove 
a  will,  under  the  Hevised  Statntes,  exe- 
cuted according  to  the  laws  of  this  state, 
the  original  will  being  in  the  possession 
of  an  English  court  of  probate,  and  no 
defense  is  interposed,  the  answers  ad- 
mitting the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
and  joming  in  a  praver  for  a  probate 
here,  and  no  trial  has  "been  had ;  no  ex- 
tra allowance  can  be  made  in  the  judg- 
ment, to  the  attorneys  appearing  in  the 
action.    {IHth  agt.  Campbell,  53  Barb. 

4.  As  to  the  defendants'  attorneys,  in  snch 
a  case,  the  court  has  no  authority  to 

S've  any  thing,  except  for  costs;  and 
e  plaintiffs  bein^  executora,  and  hav* 
ing.  in  the  execution  of  their  duties  as 
such,  employed  attorneys  to  prosecute 
the  suit,  the  estate  roust  indemnify  the 
executors  for  their  necessary  expense 
including  counsel  fees  reasonably  and 
properly  paid.  And  for  such  sum  aa 
the  attorney  can  establish  at  law  as  the 
value  of  his  services,  he  has  his  action 
against  the  executors.    (Id.) 

5.  The  executors  may  pay  their  attorney 
such  sum  therefor,  as  they  are  satisfied 
will  pass  on  the  final  settlement  of  their 
account.  But  the  court  should  not  al- 
low an  amount  which  would  be  nn- 
reasonable  if  the  executors  had  paid  it 
without  the  order  of  the  court: 

ffeldy  in  this  case,  that  the  plauitiffs,  ai 
executors,  would  not  haye  been  justi- 
fied in  paying  $3,000  as  counsel  fees  in 
an  action 'to  obtain  the  probate  of  ao 
uncontested  will.    (Id.) 

COUBT  OF  APPEAL& 

] .  Whether  the  proper  mode  of  bringhig 
a  decision  on  habeas  oorptu  and  ctriio- 
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rari  before  the  court  ot  appeab  for  re- 
Tiew,  ih  bj  writ  of  error  or  by  appeal. 
quere^     (PeopU  ex.  rtL  LajCarrt   agt 

2.  A  finding  of  a  referee  of  the  fact  of 
notice  that  certain  indorsemente,  were 
accomniodHtion  indorsements  if  based 
on  the  powesBiou  of  the  notes  by  the 
maker,  and  his  delivery  of  them  with 
snch  indorsements  for  his  own  benefit, 
may  be  regarded  as  a  oonolosion  of 
law,  and  is  therefore  open  to  examin- 
ation in  the  court  of  appeals.  {ISMah 
agt  LahtM^  6  Ahh,  iV.  8.^  341.) 

3.  If,  npon  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals, the  only  papers  sabmitted  are 
the  case  and  exceptions  in  the  court 
below,  with  the  respondent's  affidavit 
that  uo  case  in  the  appellate  court  has 
been  served,  the  court  of  appeals  can- 
must  not  proceed  lo  judgment,  but  dis- 
miss the  appeal.  {Rignof  agt.  jSbvory,  6 
Abb,  N.  8.,  i^.) 

COVENANT. 

1.  An  action  for  damages  for  the  J>reaoh 
of  a  covenant  of  quiet  enioyment,  con- 
tained in  a  lease  ezecntea  by  a  person 
having  a  life-estate  in  the  premises, 
which  breach  was  occasioned  by  the 
death  of  the  •  life-tenant,  will  not  lie 
against  the  executor  of  such  life-tenant, 
and  the  remaindermen  jointly,  nor 
agaiuBt  the  remaindermen  m  any  form, 
and  the  mere  fact,  that  the  remainder- 
men  collected  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
lease  frum  the  death  of  the  life-tenant 
up  to  the  time  of  the  final^  partition  of 
the  premises,  in  an  action  instituted^  for 
that  purpose,  cannot  be  construed  into 
an  adoption  and  ratification  of  such 
covenant  ou  their  part^  {CwikUy  agt. 
Chamberlain^  ante,  483.) 

2.  An  unexpired  lease  executed  by  a  per- 
son having  only  a  life-estate  in  the  de- 
mised premises,  becomes  void  and  ino- 
perative upon  the  death  of  the  life-ten- 
ant as  against  the  remaindermen,  and 
from  that  time  constitutes  no  further 
lien  or  incumbrance  upon  the  premises. 
No  tenure  and  no  relation  exists  be- 
tween remaindermen  and  the  tenant  of 
the  life-tenant.    {Id,) 

3.  Where  a  married  woman  having  a 
life-estate  in  certain  premises  executed, 
prior  to  the  year  1866,  a  ten  years'  lease 
of  such  premises  with  a  covenant  con- 
tained therein,  that  on  payment  of  the 
rent  thereby  reserved  the  lessee  may 
quietly  have  and  enjoy  the  said  prem- 
ises for  the  full  term,  and  thereupon 
died  before  the  expiration  of  the  term 
and  the  lessee  was  dispossessed  by  the 
remaiudennen : 


JEMd  that  no  action  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  the  breach  of  such  covenant 
can  be  maintained  bv  the  lessee  against 
the  executor  of  sucn  married  woman. 
{Id,) 

CREDITOR'S  Burr. 

1.  As  against  a  judgment  creditor,  who 
is  not  made  a  party  to  a  creditoi's  suit, 
the  title  of  the  receiver  appointed  in 
such  suii>,  t&  whom  the  debtor  makes 
the  usual  assignment  of  his  property, 
does  not  relate  to  the  time  of  filing  of 
the  bill,  but  veets  by  force  of  the  as* 
signment  only,  and  as  of  the  time  when 
the  assignment  was  in  fact  delivered. 
{J/Tattan  agt  N.  T,  OeiUral  B,  R.  Oo., 
tAbb.,N,8.,9i.) 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  against  him,  for  a  criminal 
charge,  is  acquitted  on  the  ground  of 
a  variance  between  the  indictment  and 
the  proof,  snch  acquittal  forms  no  bar 
to  tne  triar  on  a  second  indictment 
against  him  for  the  same  offense. 
{Canter  agt  The  PeopU,  ante,  91.) 

3.  It  is  unnecessary  to  state  in  an  indid- 
nunt.  the  namet  of  the  jurort  by  whom 
it  was  found.  {People  agt  Saynet, 
anU,  3G9.) 

3.  An  objection  to  an  indictment  that  it 
does  not  charge  that  the  felonious  crime 
was  veilf^lly  done,  is  not  well  taken, 
where  the  charge  is  stated  that  the  de- 
fendant "  unlawfully,  maliciously  and 
feloniously"  committed  the  act  charged; 
as  this  language  is  equivalent  to  a 
charge  that  the  act  was  wilfully  and 
designedly  done.      [Id.) 

4.  Where  the  indictment  chained  that  the 
defendant  *'  set  fire  to  a  certain  grist- 
mill, then  and  there  being,  owned  by 
and  in  possession  of  one  F.  W.,''  Hela, 
that  this  was  sufficient  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  as  regards  the 
crime  of  arson  in  the  third  degree, 
which  declares  the  wilful!  setting  fire 
to  a  grist-mill,  to  be  arson  in  the  third 
degree.    {Id,) 

5.  A  wUmeu  is  not  incompetent  to  testify 
in  a  criminal  case,  because  an  aceom- 
pliee,  Snch  fact  affects  his  credibility 
only  ;  and  it  is  for  the  jurv  to  say 
whether  his  statement  is  credible,  and 
a  safe  reliance  for  a  verdict  against  the 
party  charged.  Snch  is  now  the  settled 
rule  in  this  state,  even  where  the  ac- 
complice  stands  entirely  uncorroborv 
ted.    (Id,) 
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€L  But  notwithstanding  the  jnry  may  oon- 
yict  on  the  unsupported  testimony  of 
an  accomplice,  it  is  their  manifest  dnty 
to  scan  the  testimony  with  the  utmost 
severity.    (Id) 

T,  Where  a  ease  is  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  testimony  of  an  accom- 
plice, who  stands  in  the  main,  if  not 
wholly,  uncorroborated,  it  is  due  to  the 
party  accused  and  to  the  cause  of  jus- 
tice that  none  but  evidence  clearly  ad- 
missible, under  the  severest  t«st,  should 
be  allowed ;  and  that  none  in  the  least 
bearing  on  tlie  question  of  credibility 
and  admissible,  should  be  excluded. 
{Id.) 

8.  The  jury  must  determine  the  ciedibil 
of  a  witness  at  the  time  he  tett^iee. 


IS  standing  for  truth  and  veracity 
must  be  established  at  that  time.  {Id.) 

9.  Where  the  court  limits  the  Dumber  of 
impeaching  witnesses  on  each  side,  it 
does  not  thereby  limit  the  right  of  erou- 
eaxantTuUioti.    {Id.) 

10.  The  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  is 
the  highest  court  of  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion, and  has  power  "  to  inquire  bv  the 
oaths  of  goodT  and  lawM  men  oi  the 
same  county,  of  all  crimes  and  misde- 
meanors committed  or  triable  in  such 
county  ;  and  to  hear  and  determine  all 
such  crimes  and  misdemeanors."  flVo- 
ple  agt  Naughton,f  ante,  430.) 

11.  It  also  has  the  power  to  compel  the 
district  Bttomey  to  furnish  a  litt  of  ike 
vttneMeiexamined  before  the  grand  ju- 
ry, and  to  allow  the  accused  ornis  coun- 
sel to  examine  the  minutes  made  by  the 
grand  jury  in  finding  the  indictment, 
the  same  being  in  the  hands  of  the  dis- 
trict attorney.    (Id.) 

152.  Where  the  .accused  has  had  no  prt- 
Ivminary  examination^  it  is  proper  that 
he  should  have  a  list  of  tke  intnettet 
upon  which  an  indictment  is  found 
against  him.    {Id.) 

13.  While  it  is  undoubted  that  a  district 
attorney  may  prefer  an  indictment, 
without  binding  the  party  over,  it  is 
not  the  policy  of  the  law  that  he  should 
have  it  in  his  power  to  prevent  the  ac- 
cused from  making  a  defense.     {Id.) 

14.  There  is  no  tecrecy  imposed  ^  upon  a 
witnest  before  a  grand  jury,  either  as 
to  the  fact  of  bin  being  called  before 
them,  or  as  to  what  he  testifies  to.  The 
minutes  of  the  evidence  taken,  are 
given  to  the  district  attorney ;  which 
seems  concluBive  that  the  names  of  the 
witnesses  and  their  testimony  before 
the  grand  jury,  are  not  matters  required 
by  law  to  be'kept  secret    (Id.) 


15.  The  principle  underljinir  all  oui 
criminal  iurisprudence,  is,  that  the  ae- 
cueed  shall  have  a  fair  and  impartia* 
trial.  And  this  means  that  there  shall 
be  no  surprise  or  undue  advantage  ta- 
ken.   {Id.'i 

16.  The  iwdietment  may  not  furnish  the 
time,  within  several'  months,  or  the 
place  except  the  name  of  the  conn^, 
nor  the  witnesses  upon  whose  testi- 
mony it  is  found,    {id.) 

17.  In  this  case,  that  part  of  the  motion 
asking  for  the  names  of  the  witnesses 
upon  the  indictment,  was  granted; 
and  that  part  asking  for  copies  of  all 
minutes  made  in  the  errand  jury  room 
when  said  indictment  (for  violation  of 
the  election  laws)  was  found,  was  de- 
nied, for  the  reason  that  the  motion  pa- 
pers did  not  state  fiicts  sufficient  to 
warrant  such  an  order.   (Id.) 

18.  Common  receipte  are  not  **  personal 
property"  within  the  statute  defining 
larceny  ;  consequently  larceny  cannoi 
be  committed  thereof.  {People  agt 
Oriffint  ante^  475.) 


20.  On  a  trial  for  grand  larceny  in  steal- 
ing such  certificates  of  stock,  it  is  in- 
eumbent  on  the  people  to  prove  the 
value  of  the  stock ;  and  in  the  ab. 
senoe  of  any  evidence  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  such  value,  the  court  must  pre- 
sume it  to  be  nominal  merely.    {Id.) 

21.  The  principle  of  the  rule  laid  down 
in  liopU  agt  Xrwint  (4  Dento,  129,) 
viz.,  that  the  owner  of  a  house  who 
rents  it  to  be  used  and  kept  as  a  bonae 
of  prostitution  is  to  be  deemed  to  keep 
such  house,  and  is  liable  to  indictment 
and  conviction  as  the  keeper  of  a  bawdy 
house,  applies  to  an3r  person  who  is 
personally  concerned  in  the  keepinir  of 
such  a  house.  {Ltnceneiein  agt  The 
People,  54  Barh.y  299.) 

22.  In  misdemeanors  there  are  no  acces- 
sories; all  who  procure,  counsel,  aid, 
or  abet  Uie  commission  of  the  crime  are 
principals.    {Id.) 

23.  One  jeho  has  the  control  of  premises, 
and  knowingly  rents  a  building  thereon 
for,  and  permits  it  to  be  used  as.  a  house 
of  prostitution,  cannot  ecrten  himself 
from  punishment  by  showing  that  be 
did  not  own  the  premises,  but  rented 
the  same  and  collected  the  rents  merely 
as  agent  for  the  owner    (Id.) 

24.  Although  a  statntory  oflense  is  not 
chaiged,  in  the  indictment,  in  tiie  very 
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words  of  the  statute,  yet  if  the  sub- 
stance— ^the  substantial  facts  oonstitnt- 
ing  the  statatory  oifense — are  well 
stated,  that  is  suffleient.  (Fnutr  agt 
The  People,  54  Bor^.,  306.) 

S5.  Where  an  indictment  contains  some 
good  counts  and  the  jury  find  a  genera! 
verdict  of  guilty,  the  conviction  will 
be  sustained,  however  'defective  the 
other  counts  may  be :  as  the  verdict 
will  be  applied  to  tne  good  counts. 
(Id,) 

30.  Any  pre^ant  woman  who  shall  take 
any  medicine  or  drug  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  a  miscarriage,  is  guilty  of 
a  criminal  offense,  of  the  same  grade 
as  that  of  a  person  administering  med- 
icine or  drugs  to  her  for  that  purpose, 
and  id  liable,  upon  conviction,  to  the 
same  punishment    {Id.) 

27.  The  submission  by  a  pregnant  wo- 
man to  an  operation,  or  the  taking  of 
drugs,  with  intent  to  procure  a  mis- 
carriage, ts  a  moral  as  well  as  a  legal 
offense ;  and  that,  with  her  confessed 
want  of  chastity,  is  an  impeachment  of 
such  female,  when  examined  us  a  wit- 
ness against  another,  on  an  indictment 
against  him  for  administering  medi- 
eines  and  drugs  to  her,  and  renders  a 
corroboration  proper,  even  if  it  be  not 
indispen3able.     {Id,) 

98.  The  testimony  of  the  physician  who 
was  present  at  the  birtu  of  the  child, 
as  to  the  fact  of  the  birth,  and  his  at- 
tendance, upon  the  employment  of  the 
defendant,  is  not  corroborative  of  the 
the  female's  testimony  in  respect  to 
ihe  guilt  of  the  defendant  in  previously 
attempting  to  procure  a  miscarriage. 
Hence,  a  charge  to  the  jury  that  such 
evidence  is  corroborative  of  the  lesti- 
mony  of  the  female  in  respect  to  *'  the 
defendant's  intent  and  connection  with 
the  alleged  offense,"  is  erroneous. 
{Id.) 

89.  A  corroboration,  to  be  of  any  avail, 
should  be  as  to  some  matter  material  to 
the  issue.  To  prove  that  a  witness  has 
told  the  truth  as  to  immaterial  matters, 
has  no  tendency  to  confirm  his  testi- 
mony involving  the  guilt  of  the  party 
on  trial.    {Id.) 

30.  The  duties  devolved  upon  commis- 
flioners  of  excise  by  the  ^*  act  to  sup- 
press intemperance  and  to  regulate  toe 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,**  {Lawt  of 
1857,  ch.  638),'  call  for  the  exercise  of 
discretion  and  judgment,  and  are,  to 
some  extent,  discretionary  and  judic- 
ial. {ThePtople  agt.  JoMt.  54  Barb. 
311.; 

31.  The  oommisnonerB  cannot  be  coerced 


in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  by 
mandamus  or  otherwise,  and  for  a 
mere  mistake  are  not  liable,  either 
civilly  or  criminally.  But  for  an  un- 
lawful and  corrupt  exercise  of  the 
powers  vested  in  them,  they  are  an- 
swerable criminally.    (Id.) 

3S.  They  cannot  witfullv  and  knowings 
ly  violate  the  law  with  impunity ;  and 
while  they  are  only  responsible  for 
flood  faith  and  integrit^r,  they  cannot, 
from  corrupt  moiives,  either  frant  or 
withhold  a  license  improperly,  and 
shield  themselves  under  the  judicial 
character  of  their  office.    {Id.) 

33.  The  words  **  inn,  tavern,  or  hotel," 
contained  in  the  act  of  1857,  are  used 
synonymously,  to  designate  what  is 
ordinarily  and  popularly  known  as  an 
inn  or  tavern,  or  place  for  the  enter- 
tainment of  travelers,  and  where  all 
their  wants  can  be  supplied.  The 
words  "inn  or  tavern "  were  so  used 
in  the  prior  corresponding  enactments. 
{Id.) 

34.  To  constitute  an  inn-keeper,  a  tavern- 
keeper,  or  hotel-keeper,  the  party  so 
designated  must  receive  and  entertain 
as  guests  those  who  choose  to  visit  his 
house.  A  restaurant,  where  meals 
are  famished,  Is  not  an  inn  or  tavern. 
{Id.) 

35.  It  by  no  means  follows  that  because 
the  place  was  an  unfit  place  for  a  tav- 
ern, or  the  license  was  improvidently 
or  improperly  granted,  the  commis- 
sioners of  excise  were  necessarily 
guilty  of  a  criminal  offense  in  granting 
a  license.    (Id). 

36.  To  constitute  an  offense,  the  license 
must  have  been  granted  with  full 
knowledge  of  themcts,  and  wilfully. 
{Id.) 

97.  The  offense  consists  in  the  motive 
and  intent  with  which  the  act  was 
done.  The  mere  granting  of  a  license 
which  a  court  or  a  jury  mivht  say 
ought  not  to  have  been  granted,  is  not 
an  offense ;  but  the  juir  mast  be  able 
to  say,  flrom  the  eviaence,  that  the 
commissioners,  or  such  as  are  pro- 
nounced guilty,  knew,  at  the  tnne, 
that  it  was  not  a  proper  case  for  a  li- 
cense under  the  statute,  and  neverthe- 
less granted  it  in  willful  disregard  of 
the  statute ;  that  is,  that  they  know- 
ingly and  purposely  disregarded  the 
statute,    (id.) 

38.  If  they  acted  in  good  faith,  though 
erroneously,  they  cannot  be  punished. 
{Id.) 

39.  They  have  the  power  to  do  the  act, 
and  only  a  criminal  intent  can  make 


576 


NEW  YORK  PBACnCE  REPORTS. 


Digwi 


the  aet  criminal,  although  erroneoiulj 
done.    (Id.) 

40.  Oo  the  trial  of  an  indietment  agafaiit 
Gommissionen  of  ezcise,  for  wilrally, 
onlawfally  and  eorrnptly  granting  a 
tavern  license,  the  court  charged  the 
jury,  in  Babstance,  that  if  they  shonld 
find  that  the  defendants  knew  the 
character  of  the  place  licenaed,  yet  if 
they  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  delendanta  thought  the  place  a  fit 
and  proper  one  to  be  Ucensea  aa  a  tav- 
ern, under  the  statute,  they  shonld 
acquit ;  but  if  the  jury,  from  the  evi- 
dence, believed  that  the  defendants 
did  not  consider  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion fit  and  proper  to  be  thus  licensed* 
but  wilfully  and  oorrnptlv  licensed 
the  same,  m  violation  of  the  statute, 
they  should  find  the  defendants  guilty  • 

Held,  that  this  portion  of  the  charge  was 
oorrect    {Id) 

41.  But  that  it  was  erroneous  to  charge 
the  jury  that  if  the  act  was  unlawful ; 
that  is,  if  the  license  ought  not  to  have 
been  granted,  under  the  statute,  and 
the  defendants  intended  to  do  the  acL 
viz.,  to  ^int  the  license,  they  should 
be  convicted;  that  they  could  not 
shield  themselves  because  thev  did  not 
suppose  the  act  was  in  violation  of 
law,  or  because  they  mistook,  or  were 
ignorant  of  the  law,  or  because  they 
supposed  they  were  acting  aooording 
to  tne  statute.     {Id.) 

42.  The  statutory  regulations  for  the 
drawing  and  summoning  oflurors  were 
not  made  for  the  benefit  or  parties  to 
trials  by  jury  and  for  the  pnrpoae  of 
securing  tqjBuch  parties  Hn  civil  and 
and  criminal  prooeedingB|  an  impartial 
array  of  jurors  trom  which  the  jurors 
to  try  the  issue  migh  be  taken,  but 
were  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
an  impartial  distrioution  among  citi- 
sens  of  the  onerous  duty  of  performing 
Jnrv  service.  [Friay  agt  i%e  PeopU, 
54  ^ar6. 319.) 

43.  Hence,  in  the  absence  of  any  sug- 
gestion of  fraud  or  of  misconduct,  other 
than  the  mere  failnie  to  observe  the 
regulations,  the  public,  only,  can  com- 

Slain  that  the  regulations  have  been 
isregarded.  A  challenge  to  the  ar- 
ray, by  a  prisoner,  on  trial,  will  not 
lie  for  a  disregard  of  the  directions  of 
the  statute.    (Id.) 

44.  The  property  or  assessment  qualifi- 
cations of  jurors,  prescribed  by  the 
the  Bevisea  Statutes,  have  been  re- 
pealed, in  respect  to  the  city  of  New 
York.    (Id.) 

45.  Where  jurors    ave  chaUeoged  for 


prineifial  cause  or  for  favor,  and  vpon 
the  triors  finding  against  the  cnal- 
lengem,  the  jurors  are  challenged  per- 
remptorily,  oy  the  prisoner,  the  ques- 
tions raised  previous  to  the  peremptory 
challenges  are  not  open  for  examin- 
ation at  the  instance  of  the  prisoner. 
(Id.) 

46.  Intoxication  is  never  an  excuse  for 
crime.  Even  where  intent  is  a  ueoee- 
sarv  ingredient  in  the  crime  charaed ; 
so  long  as  the  offender  is  capAbfe  of 
conceiving  a  design,  he  will  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  proof  to  tba 
contrary,  to  have  intended  the  natural 
consequences  of  his  own  act.    (Id) 

47.  Where  the  killing  of  another  is  une- 
<iai vocal  and  unprovoked,  the  fact  thai 
it  was  oommitteo  while  the  perpetrator 
was  intoxicated  cannot  he  allowed  to 
affect  the  legal  character  of  the  crime. 
(Id.) 

48.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  murder,  evidence  is  offered  to  show 
that  the  prisoner  killed  the  deceased  in 
self-defense,  and  that  he  feared  thede- 
oeased  intended  to  attack  him,  the 
rule  is,  that  the  prisoner  musi  have 
had  reasonable  ground  for  believing 
the  deceased  intended  to  take  his  life, 
or  to  do  him  bodily  harm,  Hud  that 
there  was  reasonable  ground  for  sap- 

Sosing  the  danger  imminent  that  such 
esign  would  be  accomplished,  al- 
though it  should  aflerwiurds  appear 
that  no  such  design  existed — ^that  there 
was  no  real  danger  of  its  being  perpe- 
trated. (The  People  agt.  Lambj  54 
Barb.  342.) 

49.  It  is  not  material  whether  the  pris- 
oner's impressions  were  correct  or 
not ;  but  the  true  inquirv  is  whether 
he  had  reasonable  grounds  to  suppose 
he  was  in  danger,  and,  if  such  grounds 
existed,  whether  the  danger  was  im- 
minent, or  whether  he  could  have 
avoided  the  danger  by  departing.  Id) 

50.  The  rule  does  not  permit  a  jury  to 
convict  if  they  find  tne  prisoner  was 
not  justified  in  forming  such  an 
opinion .  nor  if  they^  are  satisfied  that 
the  circumstances  did  not  warrant  the 
conclusion ;  nor  if  the  impressions 
which  the  prisoner  formed  were  in- 
correct.   (Id) 

51.  Their  attention  should  be  directed  to 
the  inquiry  whether  the  prisoner  had 
any  reasonable  grounds  for  forming 
such  an  opinion^  If  he  had,  then 
whether  the  prisoner  was  justified  in 
forming  such  an  opinion,  and  whether 
the  impressions  formed  were  corrsel 
would  oe  linmateriaL    (Id\ 
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SSL  A  charge  to  the  jury  that  if  the  pris- 
oner's impresdoiis  as  to  the  existence 
of  danger  to  himself,  were  correct,  they 
were  a  protection,  bnt  that  if  incorrect 
the^  afforded  him  no  immunity  or  pro- 
tection, was 

Meld^  to  be  erroneons,  as  it  mi^ht  have 
led  the  j my  to  suppose,  if  the  opinion 
or  impressions  formed  by  the  prisoner 
were  wrong,  and  that  ne  was  not  i» 
lyality  in  danger  of  some  great  bodily 
injury,  that  his  impressions  would  af- 
ford him  no  protection.    {IcL) 

53.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  in  the  absence 
of  any  eyideuce  that  the  deceased  had 
assaulted  the  prisoner,  eyidenoe  to  show 
that  the  deceased  was  of  a  quarrelsome, 
yindictiye  and  brutal  character,  is  in- 
admissible.   {Id.) 

54.  The  good  character  of  a  prisoner  can- 
not ayail  against  clear  proof  of  guUt. 
It  is  onl^  where  doubt  exists  as  to  the 
commission  of  ^e  crime,  and  the  intent 
of  the  party,  that  good  character  will 

Sroteet  him.    ( Wagner  agt.  The  People, 
4^ar6.,367.)     ^      ^  ^  ' 

55.  An  indictment  charging  the  crime 
upon  the  "  oath''  of  the  jurors  is  suffi- 
cient. Although  "oaths^  is  the  proper 
word,  using  the  singular,  instead,  is 
such  a  defect  as,  after  yerdict,  will  be 
cured  by  the  statute.    {Id.) 

56.  The  objection  that  the  crime  was  not 
shown  to  haye  been  committed  in  the 
county  alleged  in  the  indictment,  can- 
not be  taken  for  the  first  time  upon  a 
writ  of  error.    {Id* J 

57.  So  as  to  the  objection  that  the  wit- 
nesses do  not  state  the  year  in  which 
the  fatal  injury  was  intficted.  to  show 
that  it  produced  death  within  a  year 
and  a  day;  where  there  is  sufficient 
eyidence  from  which,  if  necessary,  the 
jury  could  infer  the  killing  to  have 
been  in  the  year  alleged  in  the  indict- 
ment.   {Id.) 

58.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
murder,  eyidence  as  to  the  existence 
of  ill-feelmg  between  the  prisoner's 
wife  and  the  wife  of  the  deceased,  is 
not  admissible,  unless  tbe  proof  shows 
that  the  prisoner  had  a  knowledge  of 
such  ill-feeling.  {Hackett  agt  The  Peo- 
pU,  54  Barb.,  370.) 

59.  If  there  is  no  proof  of  such  knowl 
edge,  the  prisoner's  counsel  may  on 
that  account  ask  to  haye  such  testimo- 
ny stricken  out,  and  to  haye  the  jury 
instructed  to  disregard  it.  And  although 
no  such  request  be  made,  the  eyidence 
will  be  held  co  haye  been  improperly 
receiyed.    (Id.) 

60.  Dying  declarations  relatiDg  to  the 
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transaction,  and  ciroamstanees  attend- 
ing the  homieide,  are  admissible  on  a 
tnal  for  murder.    (Id.) 

61.  So  declarations  that  the  orisoner's 
boys  followed  the  deceasea  in  the 
street,  and  clubbed  him  on  the  eomer, 
where  such  act  immediately  preceded, 
the  meeting  with  the  prisoner,  and  was 
the  cause  of  his  returning  to  his  house 
where  the  blow  was  struck,  are  ad- 
missible, as  being  strictly  a  part  of  the 

.  ret  gesta — the  immediate  cause  which 
led  to  the  meeting.    {Id.) 

63.  But  a  declaration  that  the  prisoner 
had  often  threatened  to  kill  the  declar- 
ant, such  declaration  being  made  after 
the  latter  bad  related  the  circum- 
stances of  the  stabbing,  and  being  en 
tirely  unconnected  with  it,  without 
anything  to  show  whether  the  threats 
were  made  to  the  dechirant,  or  to  oth- 
ers who  had  told  him — ^is  inadmissible. 
{Id,) 

63.  It  would  be  adopting  a  dangerous 
precedent  to  extend  the  rule  which 
admits  declarations  made  under  a  con- 
yiction  that  the  party  must  die,  beyond 
the  immediate  transactions  which  led 
to  the  death.    {Id.) 


DAHAGEa 

1.  Where  it  appears  from  the  reperi  of 
commwioners  for  the  appraual  of 
damages  for  taking  property,  that  there 
was  no  irregnlanty  committed  by  the 
commissioners,  and  no  error  existed 
which  would  authorize  the  court  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings,  this  court,  on 
appeal  must  affirm  the  order  coniirm- 
ing  the  report;  although  affidayits 
were  used  on  the  motion  for  confirma- 
tion of  the  report  to  show  error. 
{Bondout  S  Oswego  B  B.  Co.  agt. 
Fuld,  ante,  187.) 

2.  II  is  well  settled  that  no  affidayits  can 
be  used  on  a  motion  to  confirm  the  re- 
port of  the  commissioners,  nor  on  the 
ojppeal  fW>m  the  order  of  confirmation. 
The  court  in  such  case,  must  act  solely 
on  the  report  of  the  commissioners. 
{Id.) 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
the  breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  real 
estate,  the  proper  rnle  of  damages  is 
the  amount  paia  by  the  purchaser,  on 
executing  tne  contract,  together  with 
the  difterence  between  the  contract 
price  and  the  actual  yalne  of  the  prem- 
ises, at  the  time  tbe  contract  was  te 
haye  been  performed.  {Pringle  agt 
/^Mulding,  S3  Barb.,  17.) 

4.  The  true  measure  of  damages  for  th 
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non-performaiice  of  a  oontraot  for  the 
sule  of  stocks  on  time,  where  the  ven- 
dee has  not  paid  the  j>archa8e  money 
in  advanee,  is  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  of  the  stock,  and  the 
market  price  on  the  day  of  the  breach, 
with  interest  from  that  day.  {Ourrie 
agt  White,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  352). 

DEDICATION. 

1.  Before  lands  can  be  deemed  folly 
dedicated  so  as  entitle  purchasers  to 
have  a  ^treet  opened  to  tue  width  and 
extent  mentioned  in  the  map  to  which 
reference  Is  made  in  their  deed  of  con* 
▼eyanoe,  it  most  have  been  accepted 
by  the  public  by  a  formal  opening  by 
the  proper  anthorities,  or  innrentially, 
by  user.     {Fonda  agt.  Bent,  2  Keyta, 

DEED. 

1.  The  deliftery  of  a  deed,  is  essential  to 
its  effect;  and  that  effect  is  determined 
not  by  the  nominal  date,  bat  by  the 
legal  deli  very  of  the  convey  ance.  And 
aec^tanoe  by  the  grantee  is  indispensa- 
ble to  an  effective  delivery.  An  ab- 
solute acceptance  by  a  duly  authorized 
agent  may  operate  as  a  good  delivery 
to  the  grantee.  {Oarttee  agt  PlaU, 
ante,  100.) 

2.  Where  the  circumstances  are  undis- 
puted, delivery  or  no  delivery  is  a 
question  for  the  cowrt    {Id.) 

3.  A  railroad  company,  on  purchasing 
land,  has  the  right  to  pay  a  part  of  the 
consideration  therefor,  by  keeping 
open  portions  of  the  same  as  public 
streets.  Hence  a  condition  in  the  deed 
that  certain  portions  of  the  land  con- 
veyed shall  he  kept  open  as  public 
streets,  is  not  void  as  imposing  a  duty 
or  trust  upon  the  corporation  incon- 
sistent with  its  businuss,  and  outside 
of  the  objects  for  which  it  was  formed. 
{Tinkham  agt.  Erie  Bailway  Co.,  53 
Barb.,  393). 

4.  Whenever  the  reversion  is  granted  by 
the  maker  of  a  condition  contained  in 
a  previous  grant  the  condition  is  gone. 
(fd.) 

5.  Where  land  is  conveyed  as  one  piece, 
subject  to  a  condition,  the  condition  is 
entire,  and  a  breach  of  it  gives  the 
grantor  or  his  heirs  the  right  to  re- 
enter and  take  the  whole  land.  The 
land  being  a  single  parcel,  the  con- 
dition on  which  it  was  conveyed 
cannot  be  apportioned  by  the  grantor. 


6.  Where  the  grantor  in  a  oonveyanea 
of  land  as  ooe  parcel,  on  condition, 
subsequentlv  conveys  a  portion  of  the 
land  to  another,  the  latter  conveyance, 
though  void  as  against  the  previous 
grantee,  is  operative  as  between  the 
parties  to  it,  aestroys  the  condition  in 
the  original  deed,  and  passes  the 
grantor's  title,  or  whatever  other 
rights  he  had  to  the  land  embraced  in 
it,  and  estops  him,  or  his  heirs,  from 
recovering  any  portion  of  the  land 
which  it  purports  to  convey,  for  a 
breach  of  the  condition.    (Id.) 

7.  The  premises  mtended  to  be  conveyed 
by  deeds  were  described  as  being  :200 
acres,  more  or  less,  in  the  right  of  W., 
K.  &  C,  in  lot  No.  1,  in  the  24th  al- 
lotment of  the  patent  of  K : 

Held,  that  as  tliis  description  contained 
several  particulars,  no  lands  could  pasa 
by  the  deeds,  except  such  as  corres- 
ponded with  all  the  particulars.  {F^ 
lay  agt  Cook,  54  Barb.  9.) 

8  That  it  was  necessary  that  thoee 
claiming  under  such  deeds  should  show 
the  lands  claimed  were  in  lot  1,  and 
in  that  part  of  the  lot  to  which  the 
right  of  W.,  K.  &  C.  extended ;  and 
if  such  right  included  more  than  200 
acres,  the  grantees  would  have  been 
authorized  to  elect  which  200  acres  in 
the  tract  thev  wonld  take,  and  sneh 
election  would  have  made  the  grant 
operative,  although  the  description 
was  so  uncertain  that  of  itself,  it 
would  convey  nothing.    {Id.) 

9.  And  no  evidence  being  given,  as  to 
what  part  of  lot  1  was  covered  by  the 
rij^ht  of  W.,  K.  &  C,  it  appearing  that 
K.  alone  claimed  lot  C  in  lot  1,  but  the 
lands  conveyed  were  not  a  part  of 
those  claimed  by  K.  alone,  it  was 

Held,  that  the  deeds  were  ineffectual  to 
establish  the  plaintiffs  title  to  a  par* 
ticular  portion  of  lot  C  in  lot  1.     {Id.) 

10.  The  return  of  a  deed  to  the  grantor, 
and  the  destruction  thereof,  after  it 
has  been  executed  and  delivered,  will 
not  reinvest  the  grantor  with  the 
title.  {Panhall  agt  ShirU,  54  Barb. 
99.) 

11.  Where  persons  acknowledging  the 
execution  of  an  instrument,  althoagh 

f previously  unknown  to  the  officer,  are 
ntroduced  to  him  by  a  mutual  ac- 
quaintance, this,  if  it  satisfies  the  con- 
science of  the  officer  as  to  the  identity 
of  the  parties,  is  sufficient  to  authorise 
him  to  take  the  ucknowledffement  and 

S' ve  the  certificate.    ( Wooa  agt  J^odL 
Barb.  134.) 

12.  Although  the  statute  requires  that 
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the  officer  taking  an  acknowledgment 
shall  know,  or  haTC  satisfactory  eyi- 
dence,  that  the  person  making  snch 
acknowledgment  is  the  indiyiaaai  de- 
scribed in  an  and  who  ezecnted  the 
instrament,  yet  it  nowhere  prescribes 
either  how  snch  knowledge  shall  have 
been  acquired,  or  that  it  mast  have 
existed  for  any  definite  period  of  time. 
{Id.) 

13.  That  is  necessarily  a  qnestion  for 
the  conscience  of  the  officer ;  and  the 
means  throngh  which  he  obtains 
knowledge  of  the  person's  identity  are 
not  material.    [la.) 

14.  The  right  of  the  officer  to  take  the 
acknowledgement  does  not  depend 
ai>on  the  length  of  his  acqnaintance 
with  the  person,  nor  upon  the  manner 
in  which  his  knowledge  is  acquired. 
{IcL) 

15.'  A  deed  appearing  to  be  of  the  age  of 
thirty  years,  mav  oe  given  in  evioence 
without  proof  of  execution,  if  such  an 
account  of  it  be  given  as  may,  under 
the  circumstances,  be  reasonably  ex- 
pected; and  such  as  affords  the  pre- 
sumption that  it  is  genuine.  {Undert 
Hgt.  Sternberg f  1  Keya^  264). 

16.  Secondary  evidence  maybe  given  of 
a  document  which  has  been  accideut^ 
ally  lost  and  destroyed  wilhoat  the 
fault  of  the  party  offering  it,  although 
such  document  is  one*  which,  from 
age  or  other,  circumstances,  proves 
itself,  instead  of  being  authenticated 
by  ordinary  proof  of  its  execution. 

(ia.) 

17.  Where  evidence  has  been  offered, 
and  has  been  rejected  by  the  court,  it 
ifl  to  be  presumed  the  proposed  evi- 
dence would  have  been  given  had  the 
court  permitted  it  to  have  been.    (Id,) 

18.  In  an  action  to  recover  possession  of 
lands,  the  plaintiff  can  attack  a  deed 
under  whicn  the  defendant  claims  title, 
upon  both  legal  and  equitable  grounds. 
(Skuhan  agt.  HamiHon^  2  Keyes^  304.) 

19.  Henct^  where  the  defense  to  an  action 
to  recover  possession  of  lands  held  un- 
der a  perpetual  lease,  subject  to  an  an- 
nual rent  charge  which  had  remained 
unpaid  for  several  years,  was  the  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  rent  charge  by 
possession  in  the  same  person  of  the 
fee  of  the  rent  charge  ana  of  the  land, 
it  was  competent  for  the  plaintifl  to 
establish  an  avoidance  of  such  extin- 

Siishment,  by  proving  the  intention  of 
e  owner  of  the  two  estates,  when  he 
conveyed,  to  keep  the  two  estates  dis- 
tinot,  and  to  convey  only  the  fee  in  the 


land  while  he  retained  the  fee  in  the 
rent  charge.    (Id,) 

20.  The  recital  in  the  deed  of  conveyance 
by  the  owner  of  the  two  estates,  of  the 
original  lease  creating  the  rent  charge 
and  reference  thereto,  are  admissions 
of  the  highest  ^^rade  of  evidence,  that 
it  was  not  the  mtention  of  the  grantor 
to  extinguish  the  rent  charge.    \Id,) 

21.  In  such  case,  the  omission  to  limit 
the  estate  granted,  by  express  language, 
may  eauitably  be  consioered  the  result 
of  acciuent  or  mistake,  and  the  supreme 
ooni't.  having  Jurisdiction  in  equity^  may 
intertere  to  reform  the  written  instrn* 
ment  as  between  the  original  parties, 
and  those  claiming  under  them  in  priv- 
ity.   {Id.) 

22.  The  plaintiff  in  such  action  is  not  re- 
.  quired  to  resort  to  a  prior  action  in 

equity,  to  have  the  rent  charge  declared 
to  be  an  existing  estate,    {id.) 

23.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
for  purchase-money,  a  defense  of  coun- 
ter claim  was  interposed,  and  evidence 
was  offered  in  support  of  it  to  prove 
that  a  dwelling-house  erected  upon  the 
premises  conveyed  and  described  by 
metes  and  bounds  in  the  deed  and 
conveyed  thereby,  projected  fourteen 
inches  upon  the  adjoining  lot,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  been  evicted  from  so 
much  of  said  house  as  thus  projected 
over  the  adjoining  lot.  The  evidence 
was  excluded  by  the  referee,  who  de- 
cided, as  matter  of  law,  that  the  facts 
offered  to  be  proved  did  not  constitute 
a  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  of  Uie 
deed: 

Held,  that,  as  the  adjoining  lot  was  not 
covered  by  the  deed,  the  aefendant  had 
no  claim  against  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  failure  of  title  to  tnat  portion  of  the 
house  standing  thereon.  {Bwrbe  agt. 
NichoU^  Keyet,  670. 


DEFENSE. 

1.  The  defendant,  in  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  given  for  purchase-money, 
cannot  set  up  as  a  defense  a  failure  oi 
title  te  the  mortgaged  premises  or  to  a 
part  of  them,  where  there  has  been  no 
eviction  or  disturbance  of  bis  posses- 
sion of  such  premises.  {Ikirnham  agt. 
Sotchtin,  2  Keyes,  9.) 

DEMUBBAGE. 

1.  Strict  demurrage  can  only  be  claimed 
when  provision  is  made  for  it  in  the 
contract ;  but  damages  in  the  nature  ot 
demurrage  may  be  recovered  by  the 
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ihip  owner,  for  nnwarranted  detention 
through  the  fault  of  the  consignee. 
{Morse  agt  Petanl,  2  Keyet,  16.) 


DEPOSITION. 

1.  An  objection  to  the  competency  of  a 
witness  whose  deposition  is  offered 
in  evidencei  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
law  as  it  sands  at  the  time  of  tibe 'trial, 
not  hj  the  law  as  it  was  at  the  time 
when  the  deposition  was  taken. 
{Fisldm  agt.  Laheiu,  ^Abb,  N.  8.,  341 ). 

DISCHABGE. 

1.  A  discharge  nnder  part  II.  chap.  V., 
title  1,  art  5  of  the  Kevised  Statutes, 
entitled  "Of  volnntary  assignments 
by  an  insolvent  for  tHe  purpose  of- 
ezonerating  his  person  from  imprison- 
ment," does  not  release  a  debtor  com, 
mitted  preyiouply  to  such  discharge 
nnder  toe  provisions  of  the  *'  act,  to 
abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  and 
to  punish  rraudnlent  debtors,'*  passed 
April  27,  IKBl.  {People  ex  rel.  LaUnre 
agt.  O'Brien,  6  Abb.  N.  A,  63). 

S.  It  is  only  by  a  compliance  with  the 
requirements  specified  in  the  .  non- 
imprisonment  act  itself,  that  a  debtor 
committed  under  its  provisions  can 
obtain  his  release.  The  non-imprison- 
ment act  is  punitory  as  well  as  re- 
medial.   {Id.) 

DISTRICT  COUETa 

1.  A  justice  holding  a  district  court  in 
the  city  of  New  York  has  no  power  to 
impannel  a  jury  of  more  tnan  six. 
{People  ex  reu  Metropolitan  Board  of 
ffealthy  agt.  Lane,  6  Abb.  N.  A,  10^) 

DOGS. 

1.  Every  person  in  postettion  of  any  do^, 
or  who  shall  suffer  any  dog  to  remam 
about  his  honne,  for  twenty  days  pre- 
vious to  the  injury  of  the  sheep  by 
such  dog,  shall  be*  deemed  the  owner 
of  the  dog  for  all  the  purposes  of  this 
title.  (2  Beo.  Slaty  4th  ed..  p,  112.) 
(Sti-ang  agu  Newhn,  ante,  3o4.) 

Sl  In  order  to  maintain  an  action  under 
this  statute,  where  the  defendant  denies 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  dog,  the 

Elaintiff  must  prove  that  the  defendant 
ad  the  possession,  or  suffered  the  dog 
to  remain  about  his  house,  for  twenty 
days  previous  to  the  injury  of  the 
sheep.     {Id.) 


EJECTICENT. 

L  To  maintain  ejectment,  the  plaintiff 
must  establish  tnat  he  is  the  owner  of 
the  premises  in  question,  and  lawfully 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of 
the  same,  and  that  the  defendant  waa, 
St  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  in  actual  possession  of  said 
premises,  and  unlawfully  and  wrong- 
fully withholds  such  possession  from 
the  plaintiff.  (Pierce  agt.  TvtttU^  53 
Bwrtt.,  155.) 

%  Ejectment  is  purely  a  legal  action.  It 
is  brought  to  assert  and  establish  a 
legal  title  to  land,  and  the  ri^ht  of 
possession  essential  to  sustain  the 
action  must  be  such  as  follows  the  legal 
Utle.    {Id) 

3.  An  entry  under  a  contract  to  purchnse, 
is  cm  entrjT  b^  leave  and  a  license 
which,  while  it  remains  unrevoked, 
protects  such  possessiou,  as  against  an 
action  of  ejectment  A  vendor  cannot 
eject  his  own  vendee  who  haa  entered 
by  license,  or  under  an  express  agree- 
ment giving  him  such  possession,  until 
such  lecense  is  rescinded,  or  sacli 
agreement  broken  on  the  part  of  the 
vendee.  But  if  the  vendee  is  in 
default  in  making  any  of  the  paymenta, 
or  in  performing  any  of  the  conditions 
or  covenants  specitied  in  the  contract 
of  sale,  ejectment  may  be  brought  by 
the  vendor,  without  any  notice  to  qolt, 
or  demand  of  possession.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  defendant  had  leased  to  plain- 
tiff certain  premises,  consisting  of  s 
large  room  and  the  cellar  unofor  the 
house,  for  the  term  of  ten  years,  6lc., 
which  building  was  indicted,  during 
the  life  of  the  lease,  as  a  nuisance,  and 
by  the  order  of  the  court,  the  defend- 
ant entered  upon  the  premises  snd 
caused  the  building  to  be  taken  down, 
and  then  caused  otber  buildings  of 
entirely  a  different  character  to  be 
built  in  its  stead : 

Hddj  that  the  plaintiff  might  maintsin 
ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the 
premises,  if  not  estopped  by  his  acts 
showing  that  his  rights  in  the  premises 
had  terminated.  {Bown  agt  K^teg, 
2  Keyet,  594). 

EQUTTT. 

1.  A  court  of  equity  has  authority  to 
correct  mistakes  in  written  instruments, 
even  as  against  sureties.  {Prior  agt 
WUliafM,ll  Keyes,  530.) 

2.  When  a  mortgage  is  executed  to 
secure  the  payment  of  a  note,  but,  by 
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mistake,  the  note  is  misdesonbed  in 
the  mortgage,  eqaity  will  reform  the 
instmment  by  correcting  the  mie- 
description.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  a  party  brings  an  equitable 
action  he  mast  maintain  the  same  on 
equitable  gronnds,  or  fail,  even  though 
he  may  prove  a  good  cause  of  action  at 
law  on  the  trial.  {Mann  agt.  Ihirchild. 
2^«yef,  106). 

1  The  extent  to  which  the  secret, 
equitable  and  unrecorded  lien  of  a 
vendor  for  unpaid  purchase-  money  of 
lands  sold  ana  conveyed  by  him,  ex- 
ists as  agteinst  other  parties  than  the 
vendee,  depends  upon  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 
It  may  be  stated  generally,  thiU  such 
lien  does  not  exist  against  purchasers 
under  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate, 
made  bona  j£ae,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, without  notice,  if  they 
have  paid  the  purchase-money.  Facts 
and  circumstances  that  will  tend  to 
establish  an  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
vendor  to  waive  the  lien,  or  that  will 
give  preference  to  other  liens  acquired 
concurrently  or  subsequently — folly 
oonsidered.  {IKsk  agi.  Potter,  2  Kejfea, 
64). 

ESTOPPEL. 

(.  An  ettovpel  tnjpaif  arises  when  a  party 
has  made  representAtions,  or  done  acts 
to  mfluence  the  conduct  of  another,  by 
inducing  a  belief  of  a  given  state  of 
facts,  when  such  partv  having  acted 
upon  such  belief,  would  be  injured  by 
showing  a  different  state  of  facts. 
{Bice  agt  JDeioey,  64  Barb.,  456.) 

2.  To  make  a  jndtt[meut  an  estoppel  to 
proving  certain  facts  in  a  subsequent 
case,  it  should  be  made  to  appear  upon 
what  grounds  the  prior  verdict  and 
judgment  proceeded.  {OolweU  ogL 
BUakley,  1  Keyet,  62.) 


EVIDENCE. 

L  The  act  of  congress  of  1790,  declares 
that  the  record  ofajvdgmaU  (authenti- 
cated in  a  particular  manner)  shall  have 
the  same  faith  and  credit,  as  it  has 
in  the  state  court  from  whence  it  was 
taken.  And  this  court  has  decided,  that 
congress  having  declared  the  effect  of 
the  record,  by  declaring  what  &ith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  to  it,  it  is  only 
necessary  to  inquire,  in  every  case, 
what  is  the  effect  of  a  judgment  m  the 
state  irhere  %t  is  retidered.  (^reenagt. 
JJf'.s.'.'il',  ante,  52.) 


2.  The.policy  of  the  law  in  Illinois  will 
not  permit  the  owner  of  personal  prop- 
erty  to  sell  it,  and  still  continue  in  pos- 
session of  it.  If  between  the  parties, 
without  delivery,  the  sale  is  valid  ;  it 
has  no  effecl  on  third  persons,  who  in 
good  faith  get  a  lien  on  it;  for  nn  at- 
t€u:king  creditor  stands  in  the  light  of 
a  pnrclia«er,  and  afi  such  will  be  pro- 
tected.   {Id,) 

3.  As  the  effect  of  a  levy,  judgment  and 
sale  of  attached  property  in  the  state 
of  Illinois  is  to  protect  the  attaching 
creditor,  if  sued  m  the  courts  of  that 
state,  and  these  proceedings  are  pro- 
duced for  his  own  justification ;  tney 
ought  also  to  produce,  when  he  is  sued 
in  the  court  of  anot/ter  ttate.  for  the 
same  transaction,  and  he  jnstines  in  the 
same  manner,  the  same  protection ; 
even  though  it  appear  that  the  owner 
of  the  property  attached  and  the  attach- 
ing creditor  are  both  residents  of  anoth- 
er state ;  and  also  that  the  owner  had, 
previous  to  the  attachment,  given  a 
chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property 
which  was  unknown  to  the  attaching 
creditor  at  the  time  of  liie  levy  of  the 
attachment,  although  it  came  to  his 
knowledge  befbre  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings were  completed.  {Beoerting 
8.  O.  New  York  Supreme  O&nrt,  34 
Barb.,  457,  and  the  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals,  2  Keyes  119. )    {Id. ) 

4.  The  office  of  a  jury  is  to  find  facts  np 
on  conflicting  evidence.  If  there  is  no 
dispute  and  the  proof  is  clear,  then  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  apply  the  law 
and  pronounce  judgment.  And  even 
where  the  evidence  is  not  wholly  on 
one  side,  yet  if  a  verdict  would  be  set 
aside  as  being  against  the  clear  weight 
of  the  evidence.the  court  should  direct 
the  verdict.  {Comes  agt.  PUdt,  ante, 
100.) 

6.  Itisanelementary  rule,  which  forbids 
a  man  to  insist,  at  different  times,  on 
the  truth  of  each  of  two  conflicting 
allegations,  according  to  the  prompt- 
ings of  his  private  interest.     {Id.) 

6.  A  partial  failwre  of  consideration,  up- 
on a  contract  for  l^e  sale  of  lumber  o/ 
different  qualities,  can  be  setup  only  in 
the  answer  by  way  of  recoupment  of 
damages.  If  not  so  set  up  as  a  defense, 
pro  tanto,  proof  of  a  failure  to  per- 
form the  contract  where  there  has  been 
a  delivery  of  the  lumber,  cannot  defeat 
a  recovery  ;  consequently  if  such  proof 
is  offered  to  show  an  inferior  quality 
of  lumber;  it  is,  under  the  pleadings, 
properly  excluded.  {MeCormick  agt. 
Sarson,  ante,  190.^ 

7.  In  an  action  under  the  statutes,  against 
the  owners  of  a  steamboat  to  recover 
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damagea  for  cansing  death,  by  explo- 
Rion  of  a  boiler,  the  certificate  of  vn- 
fpectitm^  rftquired,  under  the  act  of 
congress  of  1853,  from  the  masters  and 
owners  of  nil  steamvessels,  is  compe 
tent  evidence  only,  of  the  fact  that  the 
inspection  had  been  made  in  the  manner 

Srescribed  by  the  statute.     Not  as  evi 
ence  of  the  facU  recited  in  it.    {Erich- 
ton  agt.  Smith,  ante,  454.) 

8.  The  statements  contained  in  snch  cer- 
tificate, of  the  general  condition  of  the 
steamer,  the  convictior*  arrived  at  bv 
the  inspectors  of  the  safety  of  the  boil- 
ers and  machinery,  and  Yhe  fact  that 
she  could  be  safely  employed  in  her 
business  as  a  paseien^er  boat,  without 
danger  or  peril  to  life,  are  not  evidence 
of  facts,  but  of  inferences  drawn  from 
them  by  the  inspectors,  and  for  that 
reason  are  not  evidence  against  the 
plaintiff.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  a  public  oflBcer  may  be  re- 
quired by  law  to  make  are^wm,  and 
his  acts  included  in  the  return  after- 
wards become  involved  in  controversy, 
there,  it  may  be  used  as  evidence.  But 
where  no  return  is  required  by  law 
to  be  made,  the  certificate  of  the  officer, 
is  not  evidence,  either  for  himself,  or 
in  behalf  of  any  other  person  not  using 
it  as  au  admission  against  him.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  an  objection  is  made  on  the 
trial,  to  the  allowance  as  eyidence  of 
an  opinion  of  a  witness  or  his  an^cerU> 
a  question,  if  the  objection  is  not  made 
so  specific  as  to  indicate  any  particular 
reason  why  the  opinion  or  answer 
should  not  be  received,  this  court  will 
not  review  them.    (Id.) 

11.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
an  assault  upon  the  plaintiff  with  in- 
tent to  commit  a  rape  upon  her,  the 
proof  to  sustain  the  action  must  be  of 
the  same  nature  and  degree  as  it  the 
defendant  were  on  trial  upon  an  in- 
dictment for  an  attempt  to  commit  a 
rape,  and  the  case  should  be  tried  upon 
the  same  principles.  In  such  an  action, 
any  evidenc  to  repel  the  allegation  of 
farce — to  show  consent,  or  that  no  vio- 
lence was  done  or  designed  to  the  will 
of  the  plaintiff— is  necessarily  admissi- 
ble, as  tending  to  disprove  the  very 
body  of  the  crime.  [Grossman  agt. 
Bradley,  53  Barb,  125.; 

12.  In  an  action  byn  husband,  against 
his  wife,  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  adultery,  the  defendant,  without 
tendering  the  issue  of  lunacy  or  insan- 
itv  at  the  time  the  adultery  was  com- 
mitted, pleaded  a  record  adjudicatmg 
her  a  lunatic,  some  two  or  three  years 
before  the  act  of  adultery,  and  the  an- 


swer was  proved  by  the  record,  which 
remained  unreversed ; 

Held,  that  the  fact  established  by  the 
record  could  not  be  contradicted  ;  and 
as  a  rule  of  evidence,  the  preeumption, 
at  the  time  of  trial,  was  that  such  lu- 
nacy continued,  and  existed  at  the  time 
of  t^he  adultery.  But  that  presumption 
could  be  rebutted  by  evidence;  and 
the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  was  sane  at  the  time 
she  committed  the  adultery.  {Cook  agt. 
Cook,  Si  Barb.  180.) 

13.  Pfiux>l  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
contradict  or  vary  written  contracts, 
or  their  l»sfal  effect  If  it  becomes 
necessary  to  ascertain  the  subject 
matter  to  which  a  contract  rehues, 
and  the  circumstances  connected  there- 
with, for  the  purpose  of  understanding 
the  contract,  such  subject  matter  or 
circumstances    may    be     proved    by 

8arol,  and  such  evidence  is  not  in  con- 
ict  with  the  rule  touching  parol 
evidence  to  contradict  or  vary  written 
instruments.  (ThoTMS  ngu  TrvM»U^ 
53  Barh.  200.) 

14.  The  defendants,  on  the  transfer  of  a 
customer's  note  to  the  plaintiff,  ajp^eed 
to  indorse  it,  and  waive  demnnd;  and 
notice,  and  thereupon  made  the  follow- 
ing indorsement  thereon,  signed  by 
them,  in  their  firm  name :  *' 1  waive 
demand  of  protest." 

Held,  that  the  language  of  the  indorse- 
ment mitfht  be  construed  as  implying 
an  intention  to  waive  both  demand 
and  notice.  {Porter  agt.  Kemballf  53 
Barb.  467.) 

Also  held,  that  if  the  language  of  the  in- 
dorsement was  too  indefinite  and  on- 
certain  to  express  a  legal  contract,  the 
plaintiff  might  resort  to  parol  evidence 
to  establish  one,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  written  indorsement.     {Id.) 

15.  Although  a  letter,  written  by  a 
third  pei-Son  to  the  plaintiffs,  is  not 
competent  as  proof  of  the  truth  of  the 
facts  stated  in  it,  yet  it  is  admissible  to 
show  under  what  cover  its  contente 
reached  the  plaintiffs ;  precisely  as  an 
envelope  wonld  be  admissible  as 
having  contained  a  certtiin  letter. 
(DarRng  agt.  Miller,  M  Ba^^.  149.) 

16.  A  plaintiff,  when  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, may  be  asked  whether  one  of  the 
loans  fur'wbich  the  notes  sued  on  were 
given  was  an  individual  transaction ; 
and  whether  he  loaned  the  money  as 
his  own,  or  as  a  receiver ;  those  in- 
quiries embodying  a  fact  within  the 
Knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  re- 
quiring the  expression  of  an  opinion 
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upon  the  law  of  the  case.    {Davit  agt 
iW,  54  Barb.,  425). 

17.  The  preaamption  of  payment,  de- 
clared oy  the  statate  to  arise  after 
the  lapse  of  twenty  years  from  the 
time  a  right  of  action  accrues  on  a 
sealed  instrument  for  payment  of 
money,  is  not  available  to  the  owner 
of  the  equity  of  redemntion  of  land,  to 
defeat  a  foreclosure,  ii  the  mortgagor 
has  made  payments  upon  the  bond 
and  mortgage  within  twenty  years  of 
the  commencement  of  the  foreclosure. 
{New  York  Lift  Iiut.  A  Trust  Co.,  agt. 
Covert,  6  Abb.  If.  8.,  155.) 

18.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  party 
objecting  to  the  want  of  a  stamp  upon 
an  instrument,  to  show  that  the 
omission  of  the  stamp  was  with  such 
intent  {New  Haven  df  N'orthamnion 
Co.,  agt.  QvAfUard,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  128.) 

19.  In  an  action  for  material  fnmished, 
it  is  proper  lo  ask  the  witness  to  pro- 
duce the  book  containing  his  original 
entries  of  the  items,  and  read  the  same, 
it  being  subsequently  shown  that  he 
was  unable  testate  them  from  memory, 
and  that  the  articles  were  delivered. 
(PhiUnn  agt.  Patrick,  6  Abb.  N.  8., 

20.  When  the  defendant  relies  upon  the 
compromise  of  a  former  suit,  evidenced, 
by  a  written  stipulation  which  is  not 
ambiguous  or  uncertain,  parol  evidence 
to  explain  what  the  compromise  in- 
cludea  is  not  admissible.  {CBeirne 
agt.  Lloyd,  6  Abb.  ^V.  8.  387.) 

21.  The  declaration  of  the  maker  of  a 
note  that  the  same  is  paid,  not  made  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  which  con- 
stitnted  the  payment,  nor  made  in  the 
presence  of  the  holder,  should  not  be 
received.  [Crounte  agt.  IHtch,  6  Abb. 
A.  8.,  185). 

22.  A  conversation  between  copartners, 
to  the  effect  that  they  will  make  a 
profit  by  purchasing  a  certain  note, 
directly  followed  by  their  advancing 
the  amount  of  the  note  to  the  holder, 
is  not  admissible  in  their  own  favor, 
as  proof  of  their  intention  in  procuring 
the  note,  and  to  determine  the  character 
of  the  transaclion.    (Id). 

23.  In  an  action  against  the  indorser  of 
a  promisory  note,  where  the  defense 
was  that  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  plaintiff's  obtained  the  note 
amounted  to  a  payment  of  it  by  them, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  maker,  proof 
that  the  maker  had  previously  declared 
that  he  would  borrow  money  from  the 
plaintiffs  to  pay  the  note : 

ffeld,  iuadmiBsible.     (Id.) 


24.  For  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
value  of  household  furniture  at  a  given 
time,  it  is  competent  to  prove  what  it 
sold  for  at  a  public  sale  three  months 
afterwards.  Such  lapse  of  time  is  not 
snfiicient  to  justify  the  exclusion  of  the 
evidence ;  but  if  anything  occurred  in 
the  interim  materially  affiscting  the 
value,  it  is  competent  for  the  adverse 
party  to  show  it    (Id.) 

25.  In  an  action  against  a  married 
woman,  for  malicious  prosecution,  it  is 
competent  to  show,  for  the  purpose  of 
rendering  her  liable,  that  she  acted  of 
her  own  motive,  and  not  by  the  com- 
mand of  her  husband,  although  in 
his  presence.  The  testimony  of  the 
husband  is  competent,  in  such  a  case, 
to  show  that  she  acted  by  his  direction 
and  under  his  authority ;  and  ite  ex- 
clusion is  error  for  which  a  judgment 
should  be  reversed.  (Cturin  agt. 
Delany,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  1). 

26.  Upon  an  indictment  for  homicide, 
although  if  there  be,  upon  the  evi- 
dence, no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of 
the  prisoner  to  effect  the  death  of  the 
deceased,  the  crime  cannot  be  mitigated 
from  mnrder  to  manslaughter  by  any- 
thing the  pnsoner  may  have  heard 
from  a  thira  person;  yet  where  the 
intent  to  effect  the  deatn  remains  to  be 
proved,  and  the  in(^uiry  is  whether 
such  was  his  design,  it  is  competent  to 
prove  that  the  prisoner  acted  from 
recent  provocation  likely  to  induce 
him  to  chastise  the  deceased.  \Peopl9 
agt.  Lems,  6  ^66.  N.  8.,  190.) 

27.  Statements  made  in  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner,  in  tne  absence  of  other 
proo^  are  to  be  presumed  to  have  been 
made  in  his  hearing.  (Hochreiter  agt 
Peoplt,  1  Keytt.  66. 

28.  An  objection  by  prisoner's  counsel  to 
an  inqniry  bv  the  prosecution  as  to 
what  was  said  and  done  by  a  third 
party  in  the  preunce  of  the  prisoner, 
without  specifying^  the  nature  or  ground 
of  the  objection,  is  too  general  to  be 
available.    (Id.) 

29.  The  admission  of  distinct  facts  during 
a  negotiation  for  a  settlement,  is  com- 
petent evidence  against  the  party 
making  it  {Bartlett  agt.  Tarlox,  I 
Keyu^  495.) 

30.  Where  evidence  on  both  sides  is  very 
close,  and  questions  of  recovery  or 
defeat  before  the  yary  nicely  balanced 
there  being  no  manifest  error  in  con- 
ducting the  trial— it  does  not  present 
a  proper  case  for  a  court  of  review  to 
interfere.  {Dickens  agt.  New  Tori 
Central  R.  B.  Co.,  1  Keyes,  23.) 
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31.  The  qaestion  of  negligence  may  be 
answered  by  reference  to  a  great 
variety  of  incidents  and  circumstances 
proper  for  the  jury  to  consider — and  in 
respect  to  which  they  may  exercise  a 
jadicioos  discretion.    (Id.) 

32.  A  deed  appearing  to  be  of  the  age 
of  thirty  years,  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence without  proof  of  execution,  if 
such  an  account  of  it  be  given  as  may, 
under  tbe  circumstance,  be  reasonably 
expectbd ;  and  such  >is  affords  the  pre- 
Bupmtion  that  it  is  genuine.  {JSndert 
agt.  Sternberg f  1  Keyet^  254.) 

33.  Secondary  evidence  may  be  j^ven  of 
a  document  which  has  been  accidentally 
lost  and  destroyed  without  the  fault  of 
the  party  ofl'ering  it,  although  such 
document  is  one  which,  from  a^e  or 
other  circumstances,  proves  itself,  in- 
stead of  being  authenticated  by  ordinary 
proof  of  its  execution.    {Id.) 

34.  Where  evidence  has  been  offered, 
and  has  been  rejected  by  the  court,  it 
ib  to  be  presumed  the  proposed  evi- 
dence would  have  been  given  had  the 
court  permitted  it  to  have  been.    (Id,) 

35.  Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show 
that  an  aHsignment,  abi»oiuie  iu  terms,  is 
intended  as  collateral  secnnty  merely. 
{Mu\ford  agt.  MulUr,  1  iCeyes,  31.) 

36.  A.  patent  ambiguity  in  a  written 
contract  cannot  be  explained  by  parol 
evidence.  (BloesburaSe.  H.  R.  Oo,  agt. 
Tioga  B.  B.  Co,  1  Keyet,  496). 

37.  It  is  not  competent  to  prove,  for  tne 
purpose  of  establishing  the  fact,  that 
a  chattel  mortgage  was  executed  as 
security  for  a  note  given  to  compound 
a  felony,  that  one  of  the  assignors  of 
the  mortgage  said,  before  the  assign- 
ment thereof,  that  he  knew  the  mort- 
gage was  given  to  settle  and  drop  a 
criminal  prosecution.  {£arl  agt.  Clute^ 
1  Keyes,  ^6.) 

88.  Where  letters  were  produced  and 
identified  by  a  witness,  and  although 
he  had  forgotten  the  facta  therem 
stated,  he  was  able  to  siiy  in  substance, 
that  tne  contents  of  the  letters  were 
undoubtedly  true  at  the  time  they 
were  written,  although  he  was  then 
mnable  to  lemember  them : 

Meldj  that  they  were  admissible  as 
auxiliary  to  the  testimony  of  (the  wit* 
ness,  and  as  memoranda  made  by  him 
of  a  then  exi8tiugBtate  of  facts.  {Lew%$ 
agt.  IngersoU,  1  Aey€«,  347.) 

39.  Where  certain  incidents  of  a  con- 
tract are  to  be  afiected  or  modified  by 
the  event  of  a  failure  of  title   to  the 


premises  to  which  the  sabjeet-matter 
of  the  contract  relates,  a  sabseqaeoi 
judgment  tending  to  establish  the  fEusi 
of  such  failure  oi  title,  even  thoa^h  it 
does  not  conclusively  establish  it,  is 
compent  evidence  upon  the  point. 
{Farnham  agt.  ffotchJnst,  2  K^et,  9. J 

40.  In  offering  to  establish  a  fact  by  Uie 
production  of  a  judgment  record  as 
evidence,  it  is  not  enough  to  state  in 
terms  what  is  the  oonclusioa  of  tact 
that  is  to  be  established  by  the  record ; 
in  order  to  constitute  sucn  record  ma- 
terial or  pertinent  evidene««,  there 
should  be  a  statement  iu  it  of  some 
subject  of  the  action,  and  of  such  » 
subject  as  relates  to  the  controversy  on 
trial.     {Id.) 

41.  It  IS  not  competent  to  prove  the  con- 
tents of  lost  documents  by  the  testi- 
mony of  a  witness  who  only  '*  thvite 
that  he  can.  perkaptj  state  the  sub- 
stance "  of  them.  {Oraham  et  oL  agt. 
Chryital,  2  Keyet,  21.) 

42.  To  impeach  a  witness,  testimony  as 
to  his  character  ei^ht  or  ten  years 
previous  to  the  tnal  is  compet«nt« 
though  there  has  been  no  knowledge 
of  his  character  by  the  impeaching 
witneas  since.  The  presumption  of 
continued  bad  character,  thus  raised, 
must  be  met  by  testimony  tending  to 
establish  the  fact  of  a  change  of  charac- 
ter.   {Id.) 

43.  Upon  complaint  for  fraudulent  misrep- 
resentations whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  induced  to  abandon  his  profession- 
al practice  in  one  place  and  remove 
to  another  and  remote  place,  and  ea- 
ter into  partnership  with  the  defendant, 
it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to 
give  testimony  concerning  the  value 
and  growing  character  of  the  practice 
which  he  had  abandoned,  not  as  af- 
fecting the  question  of  damages,  but 
lis  tending  to  establish  the  &ct  that  he 
relied  upon  the  defendant's  represen- 
tations concerninif  the  value  of  the 
business  in  which  he  was  induced  to 
engage  as  partner.  ( Thorn  agt.  Jffelmcr 
2  Keyet,  27.; 

44.  His  belief  in  such  representations  is 
one  of  the  facts  to  be  proved,  and  the 
plaintiff's  own  testimony  directly  upon 
the  point  may  be  received,  and  the 
weight  to  be  attached  to  it  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.    ({Id.) 

45.  In  such  case  it  is  also  competent  to 
show  the  amount  of  business  done  by 
the  parties  during  the  year  after  the 
partnerHhIp  was  formed,  as  affording 
a  presumption  of  what  the  business  of 
the  proccaing  year  was,  and  thus  help- 
ing locuiitinu  or  to  refute  the  charge 
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of  &]0e  repreflentations  concerning  the 
bosineBS  of  that  year.    {Id.) 

46.  Where,  as  a  part  of  the  contract  of 
partnership  in  such  case,  the  plaintiff 

Sarchased  the  house  and  office  of  the 
efendant  for  a  price  alleged  to  be 
above  its  real  valae,  evidence  to  estab- 
lish the  real  value  of  such  premises  is 
competent  as  farther  tending  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  believed  the  represen- 
tations of  the  defendant  concerning  the 
valine  of  his  business.    (Id.) 

47.  It  is  also  admissible  as  affecting  the 
question  of  damages.    {Id.) 

48.  Where  a  part  of  the  representations 
alleged  to  be  fraudulent  were  that  the 
defendant  bad  had  as  many  as  eight 
eases  of  fracture  at  one  time,  it  is  com- 
petent to  introduce  the  testimony  of  a 
physician  practicing  in  the  village  con- 
cerning his  knowledge  of  the  number 
of  cases  of  fracture  existing  at  one  time 
in  such  village,    {Id.) 

49.  G.  transferred  to  £.  a  note  payable 
to  bearer,  drawn  by  J.  P.  A.  and  in- 
dorsed by  W.  S.  A.,  and  took  E.'s  re- 
ceipt for  it,  agreeing  **  to  acconnt  for 
the  same  on  demand."  In  an  action 
by  E.  against  the  maker  and  indorser, 
the  receipt  was  introduced  as  evidence 
to  establish  that  title  to  the  note 
was  not  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was 
a  contract  of  bailment ;  and  testimony 
of  both  C  and  £.,  offered  to  prove 
what  was  the  nature  of  the  contract 
between  C.  and  E.,  and  what  the  con- 
sideration of  the  transfer,  was  ex- 
cluded : 

ffeldj  that  the  receipt  was  not  in  itself  a 
contract  of  bailment,  and  that  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  parol  testimony  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  to  prove  its 
nature  was  erroneous.  {Miton  agt. 
Alger,  2  Keyes,  41.) 

50.  To  explain  the  meaning  of  a  technical 
term  as  **  gas-fixtures,"  used  in  a  con- 
tract, it  is  proper,  in  a  controversy  of 
which  •*  gas-meters  "  is  the  subject  and 
in  which  such  contract  is  introduced 
to  prove  a  liabiliiy  for  '*  gas-meters," 
to  a«k  a  witness  acquainted  with  the 
business,  to  state  whether  from  his  ex- 
perience as  a  gas-fitter,  '* gas-meters" 
are  usually  classified  as  "  gas-fixtnres." 
{D<nnu  agt.  Spnufue,  2  Keyes.  57.) 

51.  It  «eei*U',  that  where  the  assignment 
of  the  effects  of  a  co  partnership,  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  prefers  the 
creditors  of  the  individual  members  of 
the  firm,  it  is  competent  in  order  to  re- 
but the  presumption  of  fraud,  for  those 
claiming  under  such  assignment,  and 
the  WMU  ifl  upon  them,  to  Ahow  tliat 


there  are  no  individual  debts  thus  pre- 
ferred.   {Hwrlberi  agt  Dean,  2  Keyea^ 

52.  Where  tije  referee  in  such  case  re- 
ports as  a  conclusion  of  law  the  valid 
ity  of  such  assignment,  upon  the  ground 
that  no  facts  have  been  disclosed  show- 
inff  the  existence  of  such  individual 
debts,  his  report  will  be  set  aside, 
such  negative  evidence  being  iusufilci- 
ent  to  overcome  the  presumption  of 
fraud  iu  such  assignment.     (7a.) 

53.  The  fact  that  certain  bank-bills  of 
another  state  are  received  and  passed 
away  as  money  'v^  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  existence  or  such  bank  of  and  the 
seuuineness  of  tiie  notes ;  sufficient  at 
least  to  justify  the  court  iu  refusing  to 
charge  that  the  payment  and  receipt  of 
such  t)ills  in  payment  for  services  is  no 
evidenee  that  there  is  such  a  bank, 
or  thai  the  bills  are  genuine.  (Fallon 
agU  The  PeopUj  2  Keyes,  145.) 

64.  Mere  opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the 
incompetency  of  a  testator  are  of  little 
weight,  unless  supported  by /acts  from 
which  such  conelnsion  is  drawn. 
{Nexsen  agt.  JN'tf.sea,  2  Keyes^  229.) 

55.  For  evidence  insuMdent  to  establish 
the  incomiietency  ofa  testator,  see  the 
dissenting  opinion  of  Potter,  J. 
(Id.) 

56.  The  plaintiff  was  assignee  of  certain 
indebtedness  of  A.  D.  Paichin  to  the 
C.  C.  Bank.  The  collaTtrals  To  gecurn 
that  indebtedness  hud  been  sold  by  the 
bank,  or  its  trustees,  to  one  Tifft.  At 
the  time  of  the  sale,  thedebror  Patchin 
was  a  lunatic.  Mrs.  Paichiu  was 
subsequently  appointed  a  coinniittee  of 
his  person  and  estKt4>.  In  that  ca- 
pacity she  commenced  a  suit  against 
Tifit,  the  trustees  of  the  bank  and  the 
plaintiff  (assignee),  to  set  aside  the  sale 
made  to  Tifit,  of  the  securities  held  by 
the  bank  as  collateral.  A  compromise 
was  effected  with  the  consent  of  the 
court,  by  which  Tifft  agreed  to  surren- 
der a  portion  of  the  securities,  or  pay  a 
corresponding  amount  in  money. 
Mra.  Patchin  elected  to  take  the 
money  instead  of  the  securities.  Up- 
on an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  against 
the  administrator  of  Patchin  and  Mrs. 
Patchin,  to  enforce  his  lien,  as  assignee 
of  the  indebtedness  of  Patchin,  upon 
the  avails  of  the  snbstituie  for  the  col- 
laterals for  that  indebtedness,  received 
by  Mrs.  P.  upon  the  settlement  with 
lifft,  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove 
that  at  the  time  of  such  settlement,  the 
plaintiff  had  an  express  understandinjg 
with  Mrs.  P.  that  ne  should  retain  hu 
legal  claim  on  the  securities  which 
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were  the  Babject-mAtter  of  tbe  action, 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  same  shoola 
come  into  her  hands  upon  such  settle- 
ment or  upon  the  proceeds,  if  she 
shoald  elect  to  take  money  instead 
of  ihe  secarities : 

Heldf  that  no  error  was  committed  by 
tbe  admission  of  such  evidence.  {Dor- 
shtimer  agt.  Nickolty  2  Keyu^  260.) 

57.  In  an  action  by  the  receiver  of  an  in* 
solvent  insurance  companv  upon  a 
premium  note  it  was  allegea  in  defense 
to  the  action  that  no  losses  accrued 
during  the  existence  of  Uie  policy  suf- 
ficient to  require  an  assessment  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  note : 

Hetd,  that  the  report  of  a  referee  in  an 
action  against  the  said  insurance  com- 

*  pany,  setting  forth  claims  established 
before  him  to  an  amount  which,  with 
percentage  to  be  allowed  for  collection 
would  exceed  the  total  assets  of  the 
company  If  all  were  available,  which 
report  was  produced  and  read  on  the 
trial  ot  this  cause  without  objection, 
was  competent  evidence,  and  sufficient 
to  authonte  the  receiver  to  make  the 
aseessment  and  to  assess  the  full 
amount  of  the  premium  notes.  As  to 
the  time  when  such  losses  accrued,  tbe 
dat«s  given  in  the  referee's  report  of 
losses  are  sufficient  to  make  a  prima 
facu  case  on  this  point.  (Sandi  agt 
Sho€malxi\  2  Ktyes,  265.; 

58.  Upon  a  trial  for  murder,  testimony 
concerning  the  quarrelsome  and  vin- 
dictive charHci«r  of  the  person  killed, 
is  only  admissible  where  it  has  been 
shown  in  the  case  that  the  prisoner,  at 
the  time  of  committing  the  deed,  had 
reason  to  be  in  fear  of  his  life,  or 
reasonable  ground  to  apprehend  great 
bodily  harm.  {PeopU  agt.  Lamb^  2 
KetfeSf  360.) 

59.  It  teems,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
the  accused  had  an  impression  that  he 
was  in  dan^r  of  bodily  harm,  but  it 
must  be  an  impression  warranted  by 
the  circumstances.     (Id.) 

60.  Where  money  is  borrowed  by  the 
husband  upon  noies  of  the  wire,  his 
testimony  that  he  represented  to  the 
lender  that  his  wife  wanted  the  money 
to  improve  her  real  estate,  is  inadmis- 
sible. (Deck  agt.  Jokruonj  ^Keyes^  348.) 

61.  It  seems,  that  before  her  estate  can  be 
charged  in  such  case,  it  must  either  ap- 
pear that  she  authorised  the  declara- 
tions, or  that  the  money  was  expended 
for  the  benefit  of  her  estate,  or  perhaps 
both.    (Id.) 

02.  Where  evidence  npon  the  (question  of 
an  agi-eement  between  parties  ia  con- 


flicting, It  is  not  error  to  deny  a  motion 
for  nonsuit.  The  question  u  properly 
one  for  a  Jury.  {Nourry  agt.  Lord,  2 
Keyes,  617.) 

63.  Where  an  arohiteci  submitted  plana 
for  a  building  claiming  tha*  the  same 
were  submitted  by  direction  of  the  de- 
fendant under  an  agreement  to  pay  for 
them,  and  afterwaras  took  them  away, 
it  was  not  error  in  a  suit  to  recover  for 
their  value,  to  charge  that  the  taking 
away  of  the  plans  by  the  plaintiff,  was 
a  circumstance  entitled  to  considera- 
tion, but  was  not  of  itself  an  admission 
that  his  services  were  wholly  volun- 
tary, and  without  any  idea  of  compen- 
sation.   (Id.) 

64.  An  architect  is  a  competent  wimes 
in  his  own  behalf,  npon  the  Question 
of  the  value  of  hiB  labor  in  orawing 
plans.    (Id.) 

G5.  Whether  a  party  has  purchased  j^oods 
with  a  preconceived  design  not  to  pay 
for  them,  is  a  question  in  fact  for  the 
jury.  Upon  that  question,  evidence 
showing  the  value  of  assets  assigned  for 
the  benefit  of  certain  old  and  preferred 
creditors,  ia  admissible ;  as  it  might 
thus  be  made  to  appear  that  such  asaeta 
were  composed  almost  entirelyof  recent 
purchases,  whence  a  jury  might  proiv 
erly  infer  a  fraudulent  intent  in  malc- 
sucn  purchases.  {Byrd  agu  ffaily  2 
KeyeSf  646.) 

66.  Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  party  assailing  the  valid- 
ity of  such  assignment,  to  show  Ithat 
the  same  was  fraudulent  in  fiEict.     [Id. ) 

^.  It  is  only  where  the  evidence  of  cir- 
cumstances fails  to  establish  a  pre- 
sumption of  fraud,  that  evidence  of 
false  represeutatious    becomes    india- 

{>en8able  to  prove  the  nnrcbaee  fraadn- 
ent.    (Johnson  agt.  MoneU.  2  Keyts. 
655.) 

68.  The  usage  between  parties  in  their 
dealings  together  for  a  period  of  years 
is  competent  evidence  in  the  case  of  an 
allegea  fraudulent  purchase  of  goods, 
as  tending  to  show  that  the  seller  had 
a  right  to  presume  the  solvency  of  the 
purchaser,  when  he  gave  the  order  for 
goods  in  the  usual  way     (Id.) 

69.  Upon  a  trial  for  murder,  the  prisoner 
was  charged  in  the  indictment  with 
having  committed  the  offense  in  the 
city  and  conntv  of  New  York.  Upon 
the  trial  the  witnesses  spoke  of  the  oc- 
currence as  having  taken  place  in 
Broome  street : 

Held,  that,  as  the  prisoner's  conned, 
thronghout  the  tiial,  assumed  the  ikci 
that  Broome  street  was  in  the  oitj  o« 
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New  York,  calling  and  crosB-ezamin- 
ing  witnesaeB,  addreaaiiig  the  jorj) 
and  objectkig  to  rolinga  of  the  court  on 
that  theory — it  is  too  late,  on  appeal, 
to  make  *tue  objection  to  the  jarisdic- 
tion  of  the  coart,  upon  the  ground  that 
tlie  offense  was  not  proved  to  have 
been  committed  within  its  jurisdiction. 
( Wagner  agt.  People,  2  Kti/esr  684.) 

/O.  The  same  view  was  taken  of  the 
omission  to  prove  the  year  in  which 
the  offense  was  committed,  the  assump- 
tion upon  the  trial  being  that  it  was 
in  the  year  1865,  as  charged  in  the  in> 
dictment.    {Id.) 

71.  Common  receipts  are  rot  '*  personal 
property*'  within  the  statute  defining 

•  larceny  ;  consequently  larceny  cannot 
be  committed  thereof.  {People  agt. 
€frifin,  ante,  475.) 

72.  But  certificatei  of  stock  of  an  incorpo- 
rated company,  are  within  the  statuto- 
ry definition  of  pernonal  property,  and 
are  the  subjects  of  larceny.     {Id.) 

73.  On  a  trial  for  grand  Inrcenv  in  Rteal 
.ing  such  certificates  of  stock,  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  people  to  prove  the 
value  of  the  stocky  and  in  the  ab. 
sence  of  any  evidence  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  such  Value,  the  court  must  pre- 
sume it  to  be  nominal  merely.    {Id. ) 

EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  Upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  the  court  can 
only  review  the  legal  decisions  made 
at  tne  circuit,  and  tnose  only  so  far  as 
they  were  duly  excepted  to.  It  is  not 
the  duty  of  a  judge,  at  the  circuit,  in 
response  to  requests,  to  go  over  again 
the  very  ground  or  questions  covered 
by  the  charge  as  given  ;  and  it  is  not 
the  right  of  counsel,  when  the  chni^e 
is  ended,  to  seek  to  get  a  repetition  of 
a  leading  idea  already  fairly  expressed, 
by  a  request  to  charge  upon  it  anew, 
or  in  some  little  different  phraseology, 
so  as  ts  firet  ia  that  shape  a  virtual  re- 
argument  of  the  facts  before  the  jury. 
{Havens  agt  The  ErU  Railway  Compa 
ny,  53  5ar6. 328.) 

2.  Where  it  is  obvious  from  the  com- 
plaint and  the  papers  referred  to  aud 
made  a  part  thereof,  in  an  action  to  set 
aside  an  award  and  lor  other  relief, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action, 
and  no  title  to  any  portion  of  the  re- 
lief demanded,  unless  he  can  succeed 
in  getting  rid  of  the  award ;  and  it  ap- 
pears plainly  that  the  complaint  does 
not  state  a  case  for  setting  aside  the 
award,  the  court  may  properly  refuse 
to  hear  the  evidence  orfered  aud  order 
the  complaint  to  be  dismissed.    It  is 


not  bonnd,  and  cannot  be  required,  to 
try  mere  barren  issues,  which  can  be 
productive  of  no  fruit,  in  the  end ;  and 
no  exception  will  lie,  for  a  refusal  to 
hear  evidence  upon,  or  to  try  such  is- 
sues. (Perkins  agk  OxUSf  o3  Barb., 
342.) 

3.  Where  exception  is  taken  generally 
"to  each  ana  every  conclusion  of  law 
contained  in  the  referee's  report,  "  the 
court  will  not  give  effect  to  a  particu- 
lar exception  made  upon  the  argument 
before  it,  to  some  one  conclusion  of  law 
in  such  report.  To  avail  himself  of 
the  error  of  the  referee,  if  there  be  such 
error,  upon  the  one  point,  the  party 
should  except  to  such  erroneous  conclu- 
sion specific^ ly,  in  order  that  the  op- 
posing party,  by  being  advised  of  tne 
exception  specified,  ma^r  make  or  offer 
such  tender  or  concessions,  ae  the  ad- 
mission ot  the  error  would  render  prop- 
er or  necessary.  {Graham  agt.  ChryS' 
tal,  '2Keyes,il.) 

4.  Where  counsel  presented  a  theoretical 

E reposition,  which  whs  assented  to  by 
y  the  court,  with  the  remark  that  he 
should  charge  thereafter  as  to  the  law 
of  the  case,  there  was  no  ground  for  an 
exception.  {Bobbins  agt.  DiUaye,  2 
Keyts,  506.) 

5.  Where  no  exception  is  taken  to  a  de- 
cision of  the  court  it  is  acquiesced  in, 
and  the  ruling  cannot  afterwards  be  rt»- 
viewed.  {Boyer  agt.  Schojieldy  2  Keyes 
628.) 

EXECUTORS  AND    ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 

1.  An  executor  or  administrator,  in  this 
state,  as  a  trustee  of  the  state,  may 
create  a  charge  upon  it  for  ex^>ense8 
attending?  his  administration,  wbicli'  he 
is  authorized  to  incur  in  the  proper  dis- 
charge of  his  trust.  Thus  he  may  ren- 
der we  estate  liable  by  contraeiing  for 
suitable^head  stones  to  be  placed  at  the 
grave  of  the  deceased,  where  there  are 
sufficient  assets  properly  applicalle  to 
that  purpose.  ( JVm»  agt.  Myrick  53 
Barb.,  76.) 

2.  An  executor  or  administrator  by 
ordering  such  articles,  as  a  part  of  the 
funeral  expenses,  makes  himself,  per- 
sonally liable  for  them ;  but  if  he  pays 
for  them  himself,  the  estate  is  liable 
over  to  him  for  the  amount,     (/d.) 

3.  The  statute  provides  how  the  account 
of  an  executor  shall  be  rendered,  upon 
any  accounting  before  the  surrogate, 
and  what  examination  may  be  nad, 
(2  B.  S.,    92,  $  54,}  and    when  the 
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Betdement  appears  to  have  been  final, 
and  all  the  partial  inten^ted  to  faaTe 
been  before  the  enrrogate,  the  pre- 
eamption  vast  be  that  the  aeCtlement 
embraced  evervthia^  which  was  a 
proper  sabjeot  of  inqoirj.  (Brawn  agL 
JSrtmm,  53  Barb.  217). 

4.  Where  an  action  mstitated  to  prove  a 
will,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  exe- 
cuted aocordin^  to  the  laws  of  this 
state,  the  original  will  being  in  the 
poBseeslon  of  ao  £ngiish  court  of  pro- 
bate, and  no  defense  is  interposed,  the 
answers  admitting  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  and  joining  in  a  prayer 
for  probate  here :  and  no  trial  has  been 
had.  no  extra  allowance  ciui  be  made 
in  tne  judgment,  to  the  attomevs  ap- 
pearing in  the  action.  llViik  agi. 
Campm,  53  Bwh,,  325). 

5.  As  to  the  defendants'  attorneys,  in 
such  a  case,  the  court  has  no  autnoritj 
to  give  anything,  except  for  costs  ;  and 
the  plaintiffs  oeing  executors,  and 
having,  in  the  execution  of  their  duties 
as  such,  employed  attorneys  to  pros- 
ecute the  suit,  the  estate  must  indem- 
nify the  executors  for  their  necessary 
expenses,  including  counsel  fees  reasou- 
ably  and  properly  paid.  And  for  such 
sum  as  the  attorney  can  establish  at 
law  an  the  value  of  his  services,  he  has 
his  action  against  the  executors.    (Id.) 

€.  The  executors  may  pav  their  attorney 
such  sum,  therefor,  as  tney  are  satisfied 
will  pass  on  the  final  settlement  of 
their  account.  But  the  court  should 
not  allow  an  amount  which  would  bQ 
unreasonable  if  the  executors  had  paid 
it    without   the  order  of  the  court: 

Heldy  in  this  case,  that  the  plaintiffs,  as 
executors,  would  nut  have  been  justi- 
fied in  paying  $3000  as  counsel  fees  in 
an  action  to  obtain  the  probate  of  an 
uncontested  will.    {Id.'^ 

7.  The  administrator  is  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  assets  of  intestate,  and 
may  maintain  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery. He  is  the  owner  in  trust  for 
the  purpose  of  administration.  {WcUton 
agU  Waltftfi,  1  Keyesj  15.) 

8.  In  an  action  against  an  executor  to 
recover  such  assets  as  came  into  the 
Iiands  of  his  testator,  and  remained  in 
his  hands  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint 
that  such  assets  ever  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  executor.  It  is  sufficient 
that  they  came  into  the  hands  of  nis 
testator,  and  we  were  unad ministered 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  Even  where 
it  is  shown  that  the  assets  have  come 
into  the  hands  of  the  executrix,  it  is 
proper  that  the  action  to  recover  the 


•hoold  be  biooght  against  her  in 
her  representative  capacity.    {Id.) 

9.  The  disabilities  of  an  alien  under  the 
statute  C^  B.  S.^  69,  6  3,)  from  acting 
as  an  executor,  apply  only  to  those 
who  are  both  alien  and  non-residejatk 
Such  disability  does  not  attach  lo  a 
non-resident  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  An  ill^vgulated  temper  and 
lack  of  self-control  have  no  such  rela- 
tion to  the  qualities  of  prvdenee  oMd 
undtrtiandvna  as  to  disqualify  the  per- 
son subject  toereto  for  dischai^ng  the 
trust  of  the  executor.  [McOregor  a^ 
McGregor,  1  £«y«,  133.) 


10.  The  statute  contemplates  that  a  non 


testamentary.    (2  B.  S.,  70  $  7,)  \ld.) 


11.  An  administrator  de  bonis  nan  can 
maintain  an  action  against  the  re- 
presentatives of  a  deceased  executor, 
who  died  without  applying  the  assets 
which  had  come  to  his  hands.  {Clapp 
agt.  MeseroU,  1  iTeyes,  281). 

12.  Where  legacies  have  been  bequeatlied 
ed  to  several  legatees,  and  the  executor 
has  committed  a  devastavit,  the  estate 
is  to  be  considered  the  principal  debtor, 
and  is  not  to  be  discharged  from  such 
legacies  except  by  payment,  aud  any 
jnagment  against  the  executor  for  sncu 
legacy,  is  to  be  deemed  as  collateral 
and  auxiliary  merely ;  not  as  affecting 
the  principal  debt.    (Id.) 

13.  Where  the  will  of  a  testatof  contain- 
ed the  following  provision :  '*  I  give 
aud  bequeath  to  my  wife,  C  F.  during 
her  natural  life,  the  interest  of  three 
thousand  dollars,  or  so  much  of  said 
interest  as  my  executora  may  deem  ne- 
cessary for  her  comfort,"  it  would 
seem  uiat  the  discretion  vested  in  the 
executors  is  not  absolute,  but  must  be 
exercised  reasonably  ;  and  it  was 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  the  wife,  under 
an  agreement  with  her  son,  was  en- 
titled to  her  board  aud  lodging  at  his 
house  90  long  as  she  chose  to  remain 
there,  did  not  warrant  the  assumption 
of  the  executors  that  only  so  much  of 
the  interest  devised  to  her  as  would 
clothe  her  comfortably  was,  in  fact,  all 
that  was  necessary  for  ker  comfort. 
(Formau  agt.  Whitney,  2  Keyes,  165.) 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  an  express  company, 
on  receipt  of  a  package  to  be  carried 
by  it,  to  use  due  diligence,  and  to  ascer- 
tain,  by  all  reasonable  inquiry,  the 
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residence  of  the  coiiBiffnee  to  whcm  the 
package,L8  addreBsea,  at  the  town  or 
city  ^'here  it  is  directed,  and  to  deliver 
the  package  U>  the  amsigTue  personally^ 
at  hm  residence  or  elsewhere.  (W%tr 
beck  agt.  Holland^  ante,  273.) 

2.  The  company  cannot  relieve  them- 
aelves  of  the  liability  arising  from  the 
non-performance  of  thii  duty,  nor 
change  their  responsibilitv  from  that 
of  a  common  carrier  to  tnat  of  ware- 
hoosemen,  by  giving  notice  to  the  con- 
signee, either  by  letter  or  personallv, 
that  the  package  is  at  their  ofSce  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  him  npon  bein^  called 
for,  and  thereafter  remains  at  his  risk. 
(li) 

3.  The  consignee  is  under'  no  obligation 
to  call  at  the  office  of  the  company  for 
the  package ;  nor  to  do  more  than  to 
notify  I  hem  of  his  residence,  or  place 
of  businens,  or  where  he  might  be 
foniid,  upon  receivina  the  notice  that  the 
package  had  arrived,  and  that  they  had 
made  efforts  to  find  his  residence  or 
place  of  business,  and  .were  unable  to 
ascertain  either.     (Id.) 

4.  Where  a  contract  is  made  with  an  ex- 
press company  in  terms,  to  carry  a 
package  to  u  certain  place  to  be  deli  v. 
ered,  by  its  agents  at  that  place,to  other 
paities  to  complete  the  transportation 
tOjthe  consignee,  and  containing  no 
provision  as  to  the  liabilities  of  parties 
to  whom  the  package  might  be  deliver- 
ed by  the  company :  on  the  delivery  of 
the  package  to  another  express  compa- 
ny, for  transportation  to  the  consignee, 
the  latter  company  receives  the  pack- 
age nnder  no  special  arrangement  but 
under  the  general  responsibility  of  ex- 
press carriers,  without  limitation  or 
qualification,  except  such  as  the  law 
attaches  tu  such  carriers.    (Id.\ 

5.  In  this  case  the  negligence  of  the 
company  was  established  by  showing, 
that  the  consignee  resided  at  Schen- 
ectady ;  that  the  residence  at  Schen- 
ectady of  two  families  of  the  same 
sirname  as  the  consignee,  was  com- 
municated to  the  company's  agent,  and 
that  no  inquiry  was  made  of  either 
of  those  families  for  the  residence  of 
the  consignee,  when  inaulry  of  either 
must  have  disclosed  it.    {Id.) 

FALSE  IHPBISONHENT. 

1.  The  question  of  probable  cause,  in 
actions  for  false  imprisonment,  has 
been  settled  as  an  important  one,  by 
the  common  law,  from  time  immemo- 
rial. The  absence  of  probable  canse 
was  always  alleged,  in  the  declara- 


tion, and  was  a  necessaiy  allegation 
An  important  distinction  is  recognized 
in    this   class   of  cases,  both  in  the 
English  courts  and  in  our  own,  viz. 
the  distinction  between  an  arrest  made 
by,  or  at  the  instance  of,    a  private 
person,  and  one  made  by  magistrates 
or  other  police  or  public  officers,  where 
the  defense  pleaded  is,  probable  cause 
for  the  arrest.    ( Bawley  agt  Butler^  54 
Barb.,  490.) 

2.  If  an  innocent  person  is  arrested  upon 
suspicion,  by  a  private  individual, 
such  individual  is  excused,  if  a  felony 
was  in  fact  committed  and  there  was 
reasonable  ground  to  suspect  the  per- 
son arrested.  But  if  no  felony  was 
committed  by  any  one,  and  a  private 
individual  arrest  without  warrant, 
such  arrest  is  illeffal,  though  an  officer 
would  be  justifiea  if  he  acted  upon  in- 
formation from  another  which  he  had 
reason  to  rely  on.  What  circumstances 
were  held,  in  this  case,  to  amount  to 
probable  cause  for  arresting  the  plain- 
tijET  as  a  deserter.    {Id.) 

3,  In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment, 
the  question  whether  the  defendant 
had  probable  cause  for  the  arrest, 
upon  undisputed  facte,  is  a  question  for 
the  court,  not  for  the  jury.  If  the 
facts  are  in  conflict,  the  jury  must  find 
the  facts,  and  wnen  found,  it  is  a 
question  of  law  whether  they  amount 
to  probable  canse.  It  is  not  settled  as 
a  question  of  law,  that  without  refer- 
ence to  the  pressing  duties,  and  the 
demands  upon  the  time,  of  pnblio 
officers,  and  their  necessary  attention 
to  other  business  of  the  public,  four 
days  is  such  an  unreasonable  deten- 
tion as  to  make  the  officer  guilty  of 
violating  the  language  of  a  statute 
specifying  no  time,  and  to  render  him 
liable  for  false  imprisonment    {Id. ) 

4.  The  plwntiff  being  arrested  as  a  de- 
serter, and  put  in  a  lock-up  until  he 
could  be  sent  to  the  nearest  military 
post  asked  permission  to  stay  there 
until  he  could  hear  from  Boston, 
rather  than  be  sent  a  distance  of  170 
miles  to  a  military  post,  and  there 
take  the  chances  of  a  still  longer  delay, 
in  confinement  Pemussion  was  given 
accordingly,  and  he  remained  m  the 
lock-up  four  days,  when  he  was  dis- 
charged: 

ffeld,  that  this  ftimished  a  legal  excuse 
for  the  detention,  if  it  did  not  com- 
nletely  estop  the  plaintiff  from  bringing 
an  action  for  false  imprisonment 
Where  probable  cause  for  an  arrest  is 
shown,  whether  it  appear  from  ex- 
trinsic ciTCumstances,  or  from  the 
I      conduct,  falsehoods  or  contradictioni 
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of  the  party  arrested,  the  officer,  acting 
withoat  malice  or  bad  motive,  will  be 

Srotected,  if  acting  in  the  line  of  his 
aty.  The  anreasonableness  of  the 
time  of  detention  is  a  distinct  question 
from  that  of  the  iirst  arrest,  ii  the  ar- 
rest itself  can  be  jastilicd.    (Id.) 


FOBEGLOSUBB. 

1.  The  defendant  in  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  (pven  for  parchase- 
money,  cannot  set  up  as  a  aefense  a 
failure  of  title  to  the  mortaged  prem- 
ises, or  to  a  part  of  them,  where  there 
has  been  no  eviction  or  aistnrbance  of 
his  possession  of  such  premises.  {Fwnr 
Aam  agt.  Hoichkiu.  2  Keyett  9.) 

S.  It  teems  to  be,  that  an  order  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  vacating  a  sale  under 
foreclosure  of  a  mort^^age,  and  opening 
the  judgment  therein,  is  not  appeal- 
able. [McBeynolds  agt.  Munnt,  2  Keyety 
2L4.) 

3.  A  judgment  under  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage,  that  forecloses  at 
the  same  time  prior  mortgages  to  that 
upon  which  the  action  was  Drought  is 
irregular,  and  was  properly  opened 
upon  motion  of  the  prior  mortgagee. 
(IdU) 

FBAUD. 

1.  Where  the  gravemen  of  an  action  was 
that  the  defendant,  b]^  false  representa- 
tions induced  the  plaintiff  to  labor  for 
him  under  the  belief  that  the  defend- 
ant was  solvent  and  able  to  pay  the 
price  agreed  upon  for  such  work,  and 
stated  Uiat  he  owned  the  farm,  as  an 
evidence  of  such  ability,  yet  there  was 
no  proof  of  rhe  defendant's  insolvency, 
or  inability  so  pay  for  such  labor,  but 
on  the  contrary  his  responsibilty  affir- 
matively appeared : 

Heldj  that  unless  the  defendant  was  in- 
solvent or  unable  lo  pay,  no  fraud  was 
perpetrated  upon  tne  plaintiff;  and 
that  it  was  therefore  erroneous  for  the 
judge  to  charge  that  "  if  the  jury  found 
that  the  defendant  was  noi  the  owner 
of  the  farm,  it  was  a  misrepresentation 
which  would  justify  their  finding  for 
the  plaintiff;"  the  aasertion  of  a  mlse- 
hooa  as  to  the  defendant's  ownership 
of  the  farm,  of  itself  producing  no  in- 
jury to  the  plaintiff.  (Taylor  agt. 
ScoviUe,  54  Barb.,  34). 

2.  To  entitle  a  party  to  recover  for  fraud 
or  deceit,  there  must  have  been  an 
assertion  of  a  falsehood,  with  a  fraud- 
nient  design,  as  to  a  fiict,  with  a  direct 


and  positive  injury  arising  from  such 
asseriions.    (la.) 

3.  When  a  dormant  partner,  in  disposing 
of  his  interest  in  a  firm,  in  good  faitn 
refers  the  purchaser  to  a  statement  of 
the  condition  of  (he  firm,  made  ont  by 
one  of  the  partners,  but  does  not  ao- 
sume  to  warrant,  ur  even  know  of  ite 
correctness,  he  will  not    be  deemed 

guilty  of  fraud  upon  mere  proof  that 
le  statement  was  incorrect,  and  rep- 
resented the  firm  in  a  morp  prosperona 
condition  than  it  really  was.  [Cham- 
berlain agt.  Priory  2  Keyety  537.) 

4«  A  partnership  firm  in  embarrassed  ar- 
eamstances  —  afterward  found  to  be 
insolvent — afier  conference  wiih  a  few 
of  their  leading  creditors,  signed  a 
writing,  suggested  and  drawn  up  by 
one  of  the  creditors  present  at  the  con- 
ference, propotinfff  upon  condition  of  a 
release  from  their  indebicdness,  to 
assign  all  their  partnership  effects  to 
three  of  the  creditors  named,  in  trust, 
to  be  converted  into  money  and  di- 
vided pro  rata  among  all  their  credit- 
ors; reserving,  however,  $1,000  for 
each  partner,  unconditionally,  to  pay 
personal  debts  and  expenses.  An  ac- 
ceptance of  the  proposal,  also  drawn 
bv  one  of  the  credimrs,  was  signed  by 
all  the  principal  ci'ediiora  of  the  firm. 
An  assignment  wns  duly  executed  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  proposal 
and  acceptance,  and  the  assignees  took 
possession  and  executed  their  muL 
There  was  realised  from  the  assets  only  , 
sufficient  to  pay  about  thinv  cents  on  a 
dollar  of  the  firm's  indebtedness.  The 
plaintiffs  in  this  action  were  creditors 
of  the  firm,  and  signed  the  acceptance, 
but  refused  to  accept  their  pro  rata 
dividend,  and  brought  suit  against  the 
firm  to  recover  their  debt,  alleging 
fraud  in  procuring  the  release.  At  the 
trial,  this  Question  of  fraud  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  under  instructions 
by  the  court,  and  they  foiilid  for  the 
defendants : 

Held,  that  the  submission  of  the  quesy'on 
of  fraud  to  the  jury  was  not  error,  and 
their  verdict  on  that  point  was  con- 
clusive. (TheroMon  ajgt.  l^terion,  2 
Keya,  636.; 

5.  Whether  a  party  has  purchased  goods 
with  a  preconceived  design  not  to  pay 
for  them,  is  u  question  in  fact  for  the 
jury.  Upon  that  question,  evidence 
showing  the  value  of  assets  assigned  for 
the  benefit  of  certain  old  and  preferred 
creditors,  is  admissibU ;  as  it  might 
thus  be  made  to  appear  that  such  assets 
were  composed  almost  entirely  of  recent 
purchases,  whence  a  jury  might  prop 
erly  infer  a  fraudulent  intent  in  inak 
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such  pnrchaaeB.     {Byrd  agt  ffctUf  '2 
K»f€tf  646.) 

6.  Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  oom- 
pefent  for  the  party  amailingthe  valid- 
ity of  euch  assignment,  to  show  that 
the  same  was  fraudulent  in  fact.    {Id. ) 

7.  Whether  a  purchase  of  goods  upon 
credit  has  been  effected  through  fraad- 
nlent representations  of  the  purchaser's 
circumstances  is  also  properly  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  nonsuit  is  granted  under  rul- 
ings the  reverse  of  the  above,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered.     {Id.) 

9.  In  order  to  establish  fraud  in  the 
purchase  of  goods,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  purchaser  should  have  made 
false  statements  concerning  his  pecuni- 
ary ability,  by  which  the  creoil  was 
obtained.  {Jbknson  agt.  Monellj  2 
Keya,  655^ 

10.  The  fraud  consists  in  the  purchase 
with  intent  not  to  pay,  and  this  intent 
may  be  proved  by  facte  and  circum- 
stances, as  well  as  by  the  affirmative 
declarations  of  the  purchaser,  as  to  his 
pecimiary  condition.    (Id.) 

11.  Where  evidence  is  furnished  afford- 
ing a  presumption  of  fraud,  the  case 
should  oe  submitted  to  the  jury.    [Id.) 

12.  It  is  only  where  the  evidence  of  cir> 
cumstances  fails  to  establish  a  pre- 
sumption of  fraud,  that  evidence  of 
false  representations    becomes   indis- 

1>ensable  to  prove  the  purchase  iraudu- 
ent    (Johnson  agt.  Monell,  2  Keyet. 

13.  The  usage  between  parties  in  their 
dealings  together  for  a  period  of  years 
is  competent  evidence  in  the  case  of  an 
allegea  fraudulent  purchase  of  goods, 
as  tending  to  show  that  the  seller  had 
a  right  to  presume  the  solvency  of  the 
purchaser,  when  he  gave  the  order  for 
goods  in  tne  usual  way     (Id.) 

GAMBLING. 

1.  Where  a  clerk  to  whom  moneys  of 
his  emplover  have  been  entrusted  used 
and  lost  the  same  at  a  gambling  house : 

Htldj  that  an  action  for  moneys  had  and 
received,  could  be  maintained  by  the 
employer  of  such  clerk,  against  the 
proprietor  of  the  gambling  house  where 
such  moneys  were  lost  ( Causidere  agt. 
Be&n^^Keytt,  19d.) 

GIFT. 

1.  A  gilt  by  a  husband  U>  wife  will  be 


upheld  without  the  aid  of  the  statutes 
of  1848,  1849. 1860  or  1862,  where  the 
rights  of  creaitors  are  not  concerned. 
(KtUy  agt  Campbell,  1  KeytSy  29.) 

2.  The  husband  may  act  as  the  agent  of 
the  wife  and  what  he  said  while  acting 
as  her  agent  at  the  time  of  taking  a  bill 
of  sale,  &c.,  is  a  part  of  ;>he  res  gestcBf 
and  therefore  competent  evidence  for 
the  wife.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  right  of  creditors  do  not 
stand  in  the  way,  it  is  perfectly  lawful 
for  a  parent  to  make  provision  by  gift, 
present  or  testament  for  his  children. 
(Bttcklin  agt.  Bucklin,  1  KeyeSj  141.) 

4.  A  voluntary  executory  gift  will  not 
always  be  enforced  by  the  courts ;  but 
an  executed  one  is  as  valid  as  though 
based  upon  a  full  pecuniary  consider- 
ation.   (Id.) 

GOLD  EXCHANGE. 

1.  Assuminff  that  any  members  of  th^ 
New  YoTK  Gold  JExchange^  personally 
assenting  to  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws of  the  association,  establish  there- 
by a  valid  contract  between  them  and 
the  other  members  of  the  association, 
the  only  binding  force  or  effect  that 
the  seventh  article  (which  provides  for 
settling  claims  ana  differences  by  the 
arbitration  committee  thereby  ap- 
pointed) has  upon  such  members,  is 
that  it  shall  have  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  an  ogreeTtient  in  writing  made 
by  persons  to  submit  to  t/ie  decision  of 
one  or  more  arbitrators  any  controversy 
existing  between  them,  (tieath  agt.  iV. 
T.  Gold  Exchange,  anU,  168). 

2.  By  the  Revised  Statutes  a  part^  is 
permitted  to  revohe  the  powers  of'^  the 
arbitrators  at  any  time  before  the  cause 
is  finally  submitted  to  them  for  their 
decision.    (Id.) 

3.  The  plaintiflfs  in  tbis  case  had  a  right 
to  revoke  and  annul,  as  they  allege 

*  in  their  complcunt  they .  did,  any 
power  to  arbitrate,  they  mav  have 
previously  conferred  upon  either  the 
Gk>ld  Exchange  or  the  Arbitration 
Committee  thereof.    (Id.) 

4.  Whether,  therefore,  they  be  regarded 
as  members  of  the  defendants'  organ- 
isation,  as  they  claim  they  are  in  their 
original  complaint,  or  as  having  re- 
signed and  ceased  to  be  such  memoers. 
as  the}r  allege  fn  their  supplemental 
complaint,  tney  having  revoked  and 
annulled  any  contract  of  submission 
to  arbitration  they  may  have  made, 
any  action  which  the  Gold  Exchange 
or  the  Arbitrutiou  Committee  thereof 
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may  take  in  the  premiBes,  will  amoant 
to  nothiug.  'i'he  defendants  cannot 
enforce  any  award  or  judgment  that 
they  may  make  or  render;  couse- 
qnently  the  plaintiifs  could  not  be 
alTected  or  injured  by  it  in  any  way, 
and  are  not  entitled  to  a  temporary 
injunction.    {Id), 

GUARANTY. 

1.  After  a  ffuarantor  of  rent  has  become 
fixed  andliable  for  rent  in  arrear,  snch 
liability   can    only    be   dischaived  by 

faymeut,  release  or  other  satistaetion. 
t  will  not  be  discharged  by  a  surren- 
der by  the  lessees,  of  the  unexpired 
term  and  the  possession  of  the  demised 
premises  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  guarantori  opon  an 
agreement  that  the  lessor  will  release 
his  claim  for  rent  yet  to  accrue,  but 
that  such  surrender  shall  not  affect  his 
claim  for  rent  already  due.  {Kingdmry 
agt.  WiUiami,  S3  Barb.,  142.) 

GUARDIAN. 

1.  AgVfmrdianiM  toeape  has  power  to 
laue  the  lands  of  vifant  heirs j  until 
the;^  become  of  age.  But  the  lease  is 
subject  to  be  avoided,  either  by  the  com- 
ing of  age  of  the  infants  or  by  the  ajh 
pointmtnt  of  a  general  guardian  fbr 
them.    {Emernon  agt  SpvoeTf  ante^  114.) 

S.  The  lessee  is  bound  to  leave  the  prem- 
ises upon  the  election  of  the  general 
guardian  to  terminate  his  tenancy. 
And  this  election  may  be  made  by  a  de- 
mand of  possession  of  the  premises  or 
by  the  commencement  of  an  action  of 
ejectment.    {Id,} 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  Where  a  prisoner  is  detained  w»  nruoH, 
in  execution  of  a  eentenoe  alreaay  pro- 
noonced  upon  him  by  the  court,  the 

Srovision  or  the  kdbeat  corpus  act,  whi flh 
edares  that  **  during  the  session  of  a 
court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  no  prisoner 
detained  in  the  common  iail  of  the 
county  upon  any  criminal  cnarge,  shall 
be  removed  therefrom  by  any  writ  of 
habeat  corj^us^  unless  such  writ  shall 
have  been  issued  by  such  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  or  shall  be  made  return- 
able before  it,"  does  not  Apply  to  such 
a  case.  (People  agt  Sefernan,  ante, 
402.) 

9L  The  court  which  sentenced  the  prison 
er,  has  no  longer  jurisdiction  over  him, 
consequently  where  a  judge  of  another 
court,  other  than  the  court  of  oyer  and 


terminer,'--which  may  be  in  session  at 
the  time,  issues  a  writ  of  habeat  corpus 
to  brinj;  up  the  prisoner  before  him,  the 
officer  in  custody  of  the  prison  upon 
whom  the  writ  is  properly  berTed,mnst 
produce  the  body  oi  the  prisoner,  ac- 
cording to  the  mandate  of  the  writ 
{Id,) 

HIGHWAYS. 

L  Whatever  opinion  may  be  entertained 
as  to  the  remedies  provided  by  the  act 
of  the  legislature  of  May  9, 18(>7,  (XaiM 
o/'1867,  (7A.,  814.)  amending  the  act  of 
1862,  entitled  **  An  act  lo  prevent 
animals  from  running  at  laq^e  in  the 
public  highways,"  in  relation  lo  pri- 
vate trespasses — concerning  which,  ii 
teems,  the  act  in  its  amended  form  ia 
not  obnoxious  to  judicial  condemnation 
— it  IS  beyond  question  that,  as  applied 
to  the  case  of  animals  at  lurge  lu  the 
highways,  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1867  are  clearly  within  the  leirisli- 
tive  authority,  as  a  lust  and  beneficent 
exercise  oi  the  police  power  of  the 
government  {CampbeU  agt  JSvaut, 
54  Barb.,  566.) 

2.  Where  animals  are  running  at  large 
upon  the  highway,  and  are  seized  by 
the  overseer  of  uighways  in  the  dia- 
rict  where  found,  sucA  a  case  is  not 
only  not  within  the  principle  decided 
in  JRoeheeU  agt  Hearing,  but  is  ex- 
pressly excepted  from  it  in  the  opinions 
of  both  the  judges,  rendered  in  that 
{Id.) 


3.  Where  animals  are  found  running  at 
large  in  the  highway,  and  seized  by 
the  overseer  of  highways,  and  tliere- 
npon  complaint  is  made  in  writting  by 
him,  stating  the  facts,  to  a  juBtice  of 
the  town,  it  is  not  necessary  the  com- 
plaint should  state  that  the  animals 
were  running  at  large  "  by  the  snfTer- 
ance  or  permission  of  the  owDer.** 
{Id.) 

4.  The  question  whether  the  escape  haa 
been  suffeied  or  permitted  by  tne  own- 
er is  not  a  jurisdictional  fact.    {Id). 

5.  The  first  section  of  the  act  makes  it 
unlawful  for  animals  to  run  at  laige 
on  the  highways,  and  imposes  upon 
overseers  the  duty  of  seizing  and  tak- 
ing such  animals  into  their  possession ; 
and  this  is  the  only  fact  necessary  to 
be  shown,  to  justify  the  officer  in 
making  the  seizure.  If  the  complaint 
shows  this,  it  gives  the  jnstice  jurisdie- 
tiou,  in  the  very  words  of  the  statute, 
to  hear  and  determine  the  matter.  {Id) 

6.  An  affidavit,  made  by  the  person  serv 
ing  a  summons  issued  by  a  justice  of 
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the  peace,  under  the  aec  of  1867,  and 
indorsed  thereon,  stating  that  he  has 
served  the  same,  tojBiether  with  proof 
that  snch  person  is  a  oonstahie,  is 
safflcient  to  anthorize  the  iastice  to 

Sroeeed  with  the  case;  although  it 
oes  not  appear  b^  the  return  that 
the  person  making  it  was  a  oonstable. 
{Id.) 

7.  The  3d  seetion  of  the  aet  of  1807, 
which  provides  that  service  of  the 
summons  shall  be  made  by  posting  the 
same  in  at  least  six  public  and  con- 
spicuous pbioes  in  the  town,  and  that 
one  of  saia  pUioes  *'  shall  be  tl^  nearest 
district  school-house,"  obviously  means 
the  district  school-house  nearest  the 
place  where  the  teieure  weu  made — not 
nearest  to  the  jiuHe^s  office.    {Id.). 

8.  A  return  stating  that  the  officer  served 
the  summons  *'by  posting  a  copy 
thereof  in  six  public  and  conspicuous 
places  in  said  town,  one  of  said  places 
oeing  the  district  school-house  nearest 
to  said  premises,"  being  in  the  very 
words  of  the  statute,  is  to  be  under- 
stood as  having  conformed  to  it,  and  is 
therefore  sufficient    {Id.) 

9.  Wherever  there  are  more  than  one 
commissioner  of  highways,  in  a  town, 
notice  of  appeal  from  an  assessment 
of  damages,  under  the  highway  act, 
must  be  served  on  each  and  all  of  the 
commissioners.  If  there  are  three 
commissioners,  service  vooa  the  one 
alone  is  not  sufficient,  v  2%«  People  ex 
reL  MiicheU  agt.  XawroMie,  54  Barh.^ 
589.) 

10.  This  notice  and  service  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  jurisdiction.  Without  it, 
no  authority  exists  for  drawing  and 
summoning  a  panel  of  jurors,  and  the 
justice  has  no  authority  in  ihe  premises: 
nor  have  the  jurors  summoned  and 
drawn,  any  junsdiotion  of  the  subject 
matter,    (la,) 

HOUSE  OF  BEFUGE. 

1.  A  commitment  of  a  juvenile  offender 
to  the  House  of  Refuge,  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  need  not  specif^  the  period 
of  imprisonment.  The  law  fixes  that, 
by  directing  that  persons  committed  to 
the  House  of  Refuge  shall  be  detained 
in  its  custody  as  follows :  males  until 
their  majority,  and  females  until  the 
age  of  eighteen  years.  ( The  People  ex 
feL  The  JShcUty  far  the  Se/brmatujn  of 
Juvenile  DelitiqtiaUt  agt.  Degiien,  54 
Barb.  105.) 

Sl  Hence  a  commitment  sending  to  the 
House  of  Reftkge.  "  to  be  dealt  with 
according  to  law,"  a  person  under  six- 


teen years  of  age,  who  has  been  con 
'   vieted  at  a  misdemeanor,  is  right  and 
proper.    (Id.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  a  subpOBna  is  issued  against 
husband  and  wife,  service  on  the  hus- 
band alone  is  a  good  service  on  both ; 
nnless  relief  is  sought  against  the  sep- 
arate estate  of  the  wife ;  in  which  case 
service  should  be  made  upon  her. 
(IboU  agt.  Zathrop,  53  Bar6.,  183.) 

3.  Where  an  action  is  brought  against 
husband  and  wife  to  forecfose  a  mort- 
gage executed  by  them  jointly,  and  an 
attorney  appears  in  the  action,  for  bot-lL 
on  the  retainer  of  the  husband,  ana 
judgment  of  foreclosure  is  enterea,  the 
wife  cannot,  after  her  husband's  death, 
avoid  the  judgment  on  the  ground  that 
the  was  not  served  with  process  in  the 
action,  and  did  not  appear  therein.  {Id.) 

3.  The  separate  property  of  a  married 
woman  is  not  liable  for  her  husband's 
debts ;  much  less  for  his  torts.  It  can- 
not be  charged  with  a  debt  fhtudu- 
lentl^  contracted,  without  her  privity, 
sanction  or  adoption,  whether  such 
fraud  be  committed  by  her  husband, 
or  any  of  her  relatives.  (OorMOig  agt. 
Xewtt,  54  Baarb.f  51). 

4.  Where  the  husband  purchased  of  the 

Slaintiffs  materials  for  repairing  a 
welling-house  owned  by  his  wife  and 
situated  on  her  land,  upon  Uie  false 
representation  that  he  was  the  owner 
of  the  house  and  lot,  and  gave  his  own 
note  for  the  amount;  His  wife  not 
^  being  privy  to  the  transaction,  not 
knowing  where,  or  how,  he  obtained 
the  materials,  and  never  sanctioning 
her  husband's  act,  nor  promising  to  pay 
the  debt : 

Held^  that  the  wife's  separate  estate 
eould  not  be  charged  with  the  payment 
of  the  debt ;  although  the  materials  for 
which  it  was  created  were  applied  to 
the  improvement  of  such  estate.    {Id.) 

5.  A  wife  owning  a  farm,  purchased  with 
her  own  money,  can  employ  her  insol- 
vent husband  to  work  tne  same,  with 
out  impeaching  her  title  to  the  issues 
and  profits  of  the  same,  (  Vrooman  agt. 
Griffiths,  1  Keyei,  53 ) 

&  It  is  in  the  discretion  ^  of  the  court  oi 
referee,  to  permit  leading  questions  to 
be  put  to  witnesses  by  the  party  calling 
them,  though  the  opposite  party  object 
and  except  to  the  same    {Id.) 

7.  The  wife  owning  a  farm  is  as  much 
entitled  to  the  issues  and  profits  thereof 
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when  worked  by  her  inaolvent  hnsband 
as  when  worked  by  any  other  ineoW- 
ent.    {Id.) 

8.  The  wife  is  an  indtvidnal  having  iep- 
arate  rights  which  the  law  will  nphoid 
and  protect  a^nst  her  husband — 
among  which  is  the  right  to  invoke 
and  receive  aid«  shelter  and  protection 
against  the  cmeltv  and  oppression  of 
her  hnsband.  {Bama  agt.  AUm^  1 
Keyetf  390.) 

9.  This  aid,  shelter  and  protection  may 
be  lawfully  rendered  by  a  stranger 
upon  th^  application  and  statement  of 
the  wife,  snowing  its  necessity,  when 
acted  upon  in  go^  faith.    {Id,) 

10.  In  an  action  by  the  husband  against 
a  third  party  for  thus  harboriuj^  his 
wife,  the  burden  is  upon  the  [>laintiff 
to  establish  the  unworthy  motives  by 
which  it  was  done ;  for,  when  the  de- 
fendant acts  from  motives  of  humanity 
toward  the  wiie^  and  in  good  faith,  the 
action  will  not  he.    (/(i) 

11.  Under  existing  provisions  of  our 
statute  law  a  husband  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  for  the  instantaneous 
killing  of  his  wife  through  the  negli 

Since  of  another.    lOreeti  agt.  ffuduon 
iver  B.  B.  Co,,  2  Keya,  294.) 

12.  It  teemt,  that  the  hnsband  may  now 
indirectly  vest  all  his  estate  in  his  wife, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  act  of  1849.  Wolfe  agt. 
Scroggt,  491.) 

13.  The  promissory  note  of  a  married 
woman,  not  given  for  the  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate,  cannot,  by  parol,  be 
made  a  charge  upon  it  iu)eck  agt 
JokMon,  2  Keyet,  34&) 

14.  Where  money  is  borrowed  by  the 
husband  upon  notes  of  the  wife,  his 
testimony  that  he  represented  to  the 
lender  that  his  wife  wanted  the  money 
to  improve  her  real  estate,  is  inadmis- 
sible.   {Id.) 

15.  It  teems  that  before  her  estate  can  be 
charged  in  such  case,  it  must  either 
appear  that  she  authorized  the  de- 
clarations, or  that  the  money  was  ex- 
pended for  the  benefit  of  her  estate,  or 
ptrhapt  both.)    {Id.) 


IMPSISONMENT. 

I.  Section  302  of  the  Code  of  Prooeed- 
nre,  as  amended  in  1851, — ^providing 
that  a  debtor  committed  to  prison  in 
supplementaiT  proceedings,  or  under 
the  act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt 
(Laim  of  1831,  396,)  might  be  discharg- 


ed by  the  court  in  case  of  inabilitv  to 
perform  the  act  required,  or  to  endure 
the  imprisonment, — ^mnst  be  eonstmed 
as  applicable  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  to  cases  of  imprisonment  under 
the  act  of  1831,  notwithstanding  the 
committment  is  general,  not  specifying 
anything  to  be  done.  (Jfoost  agt  La 
TDorrey  6  Al>b.  N.  8„  219.; 


IMPRISONED  DEBTOR. 

1.  A  debtor  imprisoned  on  proceedings 
under  the  act  of  1831,  "  to  abolish  im- 

Srisonment  for  debt"  d&c.,  cannot  be 
ischarged  from  imprisonment  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
relative  to  "  proceedinj^  by  creditors, 
to  compel  assignments"  by  impriMoned 
debtors.  (2  B,  8.,  24,  $$  13  to  16.^ 
{TKe  PeopU  ex  rd.  La  Torre  agt 
aBria^  54  Barb.  38) 

INDIANS. 

1.  In  the  treaties  on  the  part  of  Ogdeu 
and  Fellows  with  the  Seneca  and  also 
with  tiie,Tnscarora  nations  of  Indians, 
made  in  the  presence  of  commissioners 
on  the  part  of  the  State  of  Massachu- 
setts, and  commissioners  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States,  for  the  puroose,  on 
the  part  of  said  Ogden  and  Peilows,  of 
purchasing  from  said  nations  their  re- 
spective pre-emption  right  to  their  re- 
spective reservations  in  this  State,  the 
United  States  aMumed  no  obligations, 
and  undertook  the  performance  of  no 
duties,  in  respect  to  the  said  Ogden  and 
Pellows,  in  their  purchase  of  said  re- 
servations. (ifcAtsoa  agt  TiUotton, 
1  Keyes,  161.) 

2.  Neither  of  said  treaties  contained  any 
stipulations  or  agreements  of  anything 
to  DO  done  or  performed  in  respect  to 
said  purchase,  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States.    {Id.) 


INDICTMENT. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted 
under  the  statute  of  1845,  making  it 
criminal  for  a  "  person  to  advise  or 
procure  any  pregnant  woman  to  take 
an^  medicine,  drug,  substance,  &c, 
with  intent  thereby  to  procure  the  mis- 
carriage of  any  such  woman."  The 
first  count  of  the  indictment  charged 
that  the  defendant,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c., 
did  then  and  there  advise  and  attempt 
to  procure,  and  did  procure,  one  B.  D. 
to  take  certain  medicines,  &c.,  viz.: 
certain  pills,  known,  dtc,  with  intent, 
dtc.    The  second  oount  charged  that 
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"  heretoforei  to  wit,  at  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid,  one  E.  D.  was  then 
and  there  a  pregnant  woman ;"  that 
the  accused,  ''for  the  purpose  and  with 
ihe  intent  to  cause  and  produce "  her 
miscarriage,  "did  advise  and  procure 
her,"  ihe  said  E.  D.,  then  and  thert  to 
take  certain  drugs,  4lc  : 

Held,  that  the  second  count  was  not  bad 
for  want  of  a  sufficient  venue. 

Hdd,  alsoj  that  conceding  that  the  sec- 
ond count  was  defective,  Uiat  would 
not  be  fatal,  on  a  general  verdict  of 
guiltv,  if  the  first  count  was  goud. 
{Orichlon  agt  ThePecpUj  1  Keya,Ml.) 

8.  The  averment  in  the  first  count  was- 
that  the  prisoner  advised  E.  D.  to 
take  certam  medicines,  drugs  and  sub- 
stances, to  wit,  certain  pills  known  as 
Dr.  Jamet  Clark's  female  pills;  and 
the  evidence  was  that  he  bought  a  bot- 
tle of  Dr.  Clark's  female  pills  and  told 
her  to  take  them,  See, : 

Seldy  that  the  alle{|;ation  was  substanti- 
ally proven,  if  it  was  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  surplusage.    {Id,) 

3.  The  evidence  showing  the  prisoner  to 
have  done  everything  averred  in  the 
first  count,  excepting  that  the  pills  re- 
commended were  Dr.  Clark's  mils,  in- 
stead of  Dr.  James  Clark's  pills ;  also 
that  the  prisoner  had  purchased  Sir 
James  Clark's  pills  at  the  place  where 
he  told  £.  D.  he  had  purchased  them : 

J7«/^,  also,  that  if  it  had  been  necessary 
to  show  that  the  pills  that  he  recom- 
mended were  D.  'James  Clark's  pills, 
the  evidence  was  ample  to  subnut  to 
the  jury  the  question  whetiier  it  was 
this  particular  medicine  the  prisoner 
recommended.    {Id) 

4.  There  is  no  fatal  variance  between  the 
indictment  and  the  verdict,  where  the 
former  charges  the  prisoner  with  hav- 
ing/c^AtouiZy  gioUnj  taken  and  carried 
away  from  the  pereon,  dfc ,  and  the  lat- 
ter nnds  the  prisoner  guilty  as  charged 
in  the  indictment  of  grand  larceny,  in 

■  stealing  from  the  person.  Se,  (Fallon 
agt.  Beople,  2  Keyes.  145.) 

5.  Upon  a  trial  for  murder,  the  prisoner 
was  charged  in  the  indictment  with 
having  committed  the  offense  in  the 
city  and  countj  of  New  York.  Upon 
the  trial  the  witnesses  spoke  of  the  oc- 
currence as  having  taken  place  in 
Broome  street : 

ffeld,  that,  as  the  prisoner's  counsel, 
tiiroughout  the  ti  ial,  assumed  the  taet 
that  Broome  street  was  in  the  city  of 
Kew  York,  calling  and  cross-examin- 
ing witnesses,    luldressing  the  jury, 


and  objecting  to  rulings  of  the  court  on 
that  theorv — ^it  is  too  late,  on  appeal, 
to  make  toe  objection  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  offense  was  not  proved  to  have 
been  committed  within  its  jurisdiction. 
( Wagner  agt.  People,  2  Keges.  684.) 

6.  The  same  view  was  taken  of  the 
omission  to  prove  the  year  in  which 
the  ofifense  was  committed,  the  assump- 
tion upon  the  trial  being  that  it  was 
in  the  year  1865,  as  charged  in  the  in- 
dictment   {Id.) 

7.  While  an  indictment  remains  in  the 
court  in  which  it  is  found,  a  caption  is 
not  necessary.  The  caption  forms  no 
part  of  the  indictment    {Id. ) 

INFANTS. 

1.  Where  a  minor  child  is  injured  by 
negligence,  the  parent  may  recover  for 
the  loss  6f  service  for  the  remainder 
of  the  period  of  minority ;  and  if  the 
disabilitv  continue  beyond  that  period, 
the  child  may  recover  for  such  rnnher 
loss.  {Traver  agt  IHghlh  Avenue 
BaUroad  Company,  6  Aw.  N.  8.,  46.) 

2.  The  contracts  of  an  infant  are  voida- 
ble only,  and  not  void.  They  are 
subsisting  liabilities,  requiring,  how- 
ever, ratification  after  the  infant  be- 
comes twenty-one,  in  order  to  be  en- 
forced. {Flynn  agt  Powers,  54  Barb., 
550.) 

3.  An  infant  took  a  conveyance  of  land 
on  which  there  was  a  suosisting  mort- 
gage which  she  assumed,  and  agreed 
to  pay,  as  a  part  of  the  purchase 
money.  Subsequently,  while  still  an 
infimt,  she  sold  the  land  to  a  third 
person,  who  agreed  to  pay  the  mort- 
gage. After  she  became  of  age,  the 
mortgage  was  foreclosed,  and  she 
being  made  a  party  to  the  foreclosure 
suit,  appeared  oy  attorney,  but  put  in 
no  answer,  and  judgment  was  entered 
against  her,  as  if  she  had  been  an 
adult : 

Beld^  that  having  been  silent  when  she 
might  have  spoken,  and  having  suffered 
the  complaint  in  the  foreclosure  snit  to 
be  taken  as  confessed  against  her,  the 
defendant  determined  that  the  act  done 
by  her  in  infancy  should  stand ;  and 
that  after  having  taken  her  chance  for 
a  surplus,  to  herself  or  her  grantee,  as 
if  the  conveyance  were  good,  it  was , 
too  late  for  her  to  set  np  the  defense 
of  infancy,  to  escape  the  payment  of 
a  deficiency.    (Id.) 

4.  If  an  infant  insist  on  a  right  of  action, 
he  must  show  compliance  with  the  con- 
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ditioDs  on  which  his  right  of  action  is 
to  arise,  irrespective  of  his  sm, 
{ffonoibtrffer  afit.  Second  Attnua  B,  U, 
Oo,  1  Kt^tt,  570.) 


INJUNCTION. 

I.  Where  it  appears  that  the  pwriiunk^ 
between  the  plaintift  and  the  defen- 
dants is  positively  denied,  that  a  very 
small  proportion  of  the  partnership 
capital  was  originally  contribatedby 
the  plaintiff,  ana  that  by  the  allowance 
of  an  injnnction  and  toe  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  the  large  partnership 
business  will  be  arrested  and  perhaps 
rained,  the  order  for  an  injunction  and 
receiver  will  be  set  aside,  on  the  de- 
tendants  giving  ample  security  that 
they  will  pay  the  plaintiff  any  sum 
found  to  be  due  him  on  a  proper  ac- 
counting. {Popper  tigL  Sckeider,  antof 
34.) 

S.  A  provisional  remedy  is  only  auziU 
liaiy  to  ultimate  relief  and  should  nev- 
er usurp  or  anticipate  the  office  and  ef* 
fects  of  a  trial  on  the  merits.  {Id.) 

8.  This  court  never  refiises  pnlimwafy 
injunction*  and  the  appo%ntwuiU  of  a 
receiver  J  if  the  condition  of  the  subiect 
of  the  controversy  requires  (he  aid  of 
these  provisions!  remedies.  (Ayen 
agt  ManhaU,  ante,  43.) 

4.  This  rule  applied  to  this  case,  where 
it  appeared  that  the  defendants,  who 
were  alleged  to  be  holding  the  premi- 
ses under  a  defective  titie,  were  irre- 
sponsible; that  they  were  collecting 
toe  rents,  which  they  were  unable  to 
refond,  and  which  probably  would  be 
lost  if  they  were  not  restrained.  {Id.) 

5.  B«ilief  by  an  injunction  against  tret- 
patty  is  tnret«  fold ;  Ist.  Aomission  or 
adiudicatiou  of  plaintiff's  right  2d. 
Admission  or  adiadication  of  defen- 
dant's wrong;  ana  3d.  Inadequacy  of 
a  remedy  at  law.  If  the  trespass 
amount  to  an  actual  ouster,  it  is  reme- 
diable by  ejectment ;  if  it  fall  short  of 
ouster,  tnen  by  trespass,  and  in  nei- 
ther case  will  an  injunction  lie,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  equity  in  the 
ease.  A  complaint  in  the  case  for  an 
injunction,  may  be  dismissed,  on  mo- 
tion, without  an  answer  for  want  of 
equity,  on  its  face.  {Gentil  agt.  Ar- 
ncundf  anttf  94.) 

6.  Where  it  appears  on  the  &oe  of  the 
complaint,  that  the  plaintiff  is  notenti- 
tied  to  relief  by  injunction,  as  a  part 
of  the  final  judgment  in  the  case,  tnere 
is  no  authoritjT  to  issue  or  upnold  a 
preUminary  injunction,    (Id,) 


7.  Where  the  object  of  the  action  by  the 
plaintiffs,  for  an  injunction^  is  to  |ffe- 
vent  the  defendants  fro?)  diapossestfin^ 
them  for  non-payment  of  rent,  ana 
from  collecting  rent  which  has  become 
due,  and  for  which  a  draft  has  been 
given,  the  injunction  cannot  be  sustain- 
ed—no  fraud^  surprise  or  undue  advan- 
tage being  snown.  (Brown  agt.  Met- 
ropolitan Oatlight  Company  f  ante,  133.) 

8.  Plaintiffs  have  remedies  at  law  which 
are  entirely  adequate  to  their  emerg- 
encies. If  any  counter-claim  exists  to 
the  draft,  it  can  be  set  up  in  any 
action  brought  to  compel  its  payment ; 
and  if  any  proceeding  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  rent  by  the  defendants  be  adop- 
ted against  the  plaintifis,  the  payment 
of  the  rent  would  not  debar  the  plain- 
tiffs from  securing  any  debt  of  a 
similar  character  due  from  the  defend- 
ants, it  appearing  that  they  are  entirelj 


appear 
.   (S.) 


solvent 


9.  An  injunclion  will  not  be  granted  to  re- 
strain a  hlacktmith  from  punning  his 
trade  in  a  proper  and  suitable  place, 
and  carried  on  in  a  well  re^^nlated 
and  pro^r  manner,  although  it  maj 
be  oirensive  to  {arsons  living  in  the 
immediate  vicinity.  {DoeUner  agt 
Tynarn^  oate,  176.) 

10.  Blackmniikinay  especially  where  it 
principally  includes  koroe-tkoeingy  is  a 
necessary  trade,  and  must  be  carried 
on  in  places  not  too  remote  from  the 
habitations  of  men.    {Id,) 

11.  Where  a  street  in  a  city  ceases  to  be 
nsed  or  occupied  as  a  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  is  changed  into  a  place  of 
business,  no  one  or  two  persons,  who 
may  for  any  reason,  desire  to  continue 
a  residence  therein,  should  be  allowed 
to  prevent  the  carrying  on  of  a  lawful 
and  usefril  trade,  merely  because  they 
are  or  may  be  subjected  to  annoyance, 
or  even  loss  thereby.  Better  that  the^ 
should  ffo  elsewhere  than  the  public 
should  be  inconvenienced  by  arrestinsr 
a  necessary  and  useful  bnsmess,  and 
the  trade  of  an  artisan  broken  up. 
{Id,) 

12.  A  defendant  is  not  oblij^  to  make  a 
motion,  to  vacate  an  injunction  order, 
before  the  judge  who  granted  iL  If  he 
notices  it  for  the  first  special  term  of 
the  coort,  where  it  can  be  profterij 
and  regularly  heard,  it  is  sufficient 
{Bamtey  agt  The  Bryt  B,  B.  Oo^  euUe, 
193.) 

13.  Where  an  injunction  order  is  granted 
ex  parity  the  defendant  cannot  appea„ 
from  It  He  is  compelled  to  make  a  mo- 
tion to  vacate  it,  or  submit  to  it  (Id.} 
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14.  If  a  wmplaxmt  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has 
snch  an  interest  in  the  controversj,  as 
entitles  him  to  the  relief  demanded 
therein,  he  is  not  entitled  to  an  injunc- 
tUm: 

Heldj  in  this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not  shown,  b^  his  oomplaint,  that  he 
has  any  standing  in  conrL  as  a  creditor 
or  bondholder  or  stockholder  of  the 
Erie  Bailway  Comnanv — the  defend- 
ants, so  Xhat  he  coold  have  a  receiver 
or  referee  appointed  eg  parte  in  the  ac- 
tion.   (Id,) 

15.  It  is  now  pretty  well  settled,  that  a 
receiver  of  a  railroad  corporation,  can- 
not be  properly  appointed  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  stocknolder  or  a  creditor 
who  has  HO  judgment     {IdJ) 

16.  Also,  that  the  dtredort  of  the  corpo- 
ration, acting  in  good  faith,  have  power 
to  issne  convertible  bonds  in  the  name 
of  the  corporation  for  the  amoants 
they  may  borrow  to  complete  and  fin- 
ish, or  to  operate  the  road,  with  the 
right  to  authorize  their  conversion  into 
stock ;  although  it  increMMS  the  amount 
of  capital  stock  beyond  that  fixed  by 
the  charter.  Consequently  the  right  of 
the  directors  to  issue  stock  in  eowoertion 
of  such  bofidSf  is  clear.    [Id.) 

17.  No  authority  is  conferred  by  the  stat- 
utes (3  B.  8.,  5  ed.,  762,  $$  40-43 ;  2id. 
1st  ed.j  462,  $  33,  $  36)  upon  a  stock- 
holder of  a  corporation,  to  mfuntain  an 
action  for  the  removal  or  suspension  of 
a  director.    (Id.) 

18.  No  officer  of  a  corporation  shonld  be 
suspended  from  exercising  his  ofiloej 
except  upon  clear  amd  posiHve  proof, 
(Id.) 

19.  The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
issue  jyrelimhuiry  tf^unctions  ought  to 
be  exer-  cieed  with  extreme  cantion, 
and  applied  only  in  very  clear  eases. 
They  ought  not  to  be  awarded  in  dottbtr 
ful  cases,  or  in  new  ones  not  coming 
within  well  established  prineiplee. 
(Id,) 

SO.  It  seemsj  that  in  order  to  prevent  con- 
flicts in  decisions  and  orders  of  different 
judges,  and  to  protect  corporations  and 
their  officers  against  suspensions  and 
injunctions  that  may  be  procured  ex- 
jMrfe,  for  sinister  purposes,  and  which 
cannot  be  snstained,  the  legislatare 
shonld  adopt  a  law  of  the  United  States 
(so  far  as  corporations  and  their  direc- 
tors are  concerned)  which  provides 
that  **  No  injunction  shall  be  granted 
in  any  case,  without  rea«ma52sprmoiw 
notice  to  the  adverse  party  or  his  attor- 


ney, of  the  time  and  place  of  moving  for 
the  same."    (Id.) 

21.  If  seems  also^  that  it  is  a  good  ground 
for  vacating  an  injunction,  granted  ex 
pcvrte,  where  it  is  believed  that  the 
plaintiff  or  his  attorneys,  or  some  per- 
son interested  for  him,  have  causeaan 
improper  interference  of  the  press  in 
the  case,  to  aid  the  plaintiff  and  preju- 
dice the  defendants  with  the  courts, 
(Id.) 

22.  It  is  the  law  and  settled  practice  of 
thisconrt,  as  it  was  of  the  late  court  of 
chancery,  that  in  ordinary  suits  a  feeei- 
ver  cannot  be  appointed  ex  parte  before 
the  defendant  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard  in  relation  to  his  rights, 
except  in  those  cases  where  he  is  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
cannot  be  lound,  or  where  for  some 
reason  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary 
for  the  court  to  interfere  before  there 
is  time  to  give  notice  to  the  opposite 
party  to  prevent  the  destruction  or  loss 
of  property.  ( I7te  People  agt.  TK«  Al- 
bany a  Susquehanna  JL  B.  Oo.,  ante, 
220.) 

23.  In  every  case  where  the  court  is  ap- 
pealed to,  to  deprive  the  defendant  of 
the  possession  of  bis  property  without  a 
hearing,  or  an  opportanitj  to  oppose 
the  application,  tae  particular  laots 
and  circumstances  which  render  snch 
a  snmmarv  proceeding  proper,  should 
be  set  fortn  in  the  complaint  or  petition 
on  which  ^e  application  is  founded. 
(Id.) 

24.  Where  an  election  for  directors  of  a 
corporation  is  held  in  distinct  Yiolation 
of  a  injunction,  it  may  be  set  aside  on 
that  ground  on  a  snmmarv  application 
to  the  court,  pursuant  totne  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  (Part  1,  tUle 
4,  chapter  8,  $5)   (Id,) 

25.  The  rule  is  well  setded,  that  a  judge 
granting  an  order  in  an  action,  can  of 
his  own  motion,  or  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  party  aggrieved,  vacate  the 
order  complained  of.  (National  Oav- 
HffM  Co,  agt  O'Brien,  ante,  271.) 

26.  A  suit  in  equity,  and  an  xMuncHan 
granted,  restrainmg  the  defendants, 
who  are  perfecUy  solvent,  from  taking 
possession  of  personal  property,  to 
which  tbej  are  entitled  to  the  custody, 
wiU  be  dissolved,  upon  ex  parte  affi- 
davits.   (Id.) 

S7.  Where  defendant's  damages  are 


he  refuses,  may  enforce  the  payment 
thereof  by  attachment,  (Patterson  agt. 
Bloomer,  ante,  280.) 
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'JS.  Where  in  gucb  case,  the  report  of  tbe 
referee  has  been  confirmed  in  a  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  plaintiff  was  a 
party,  and  no  appead  having  been  taken 
b^  him,  the  same  is  condnsive  npon 
him.    (id,) 

29.  Where,  in  an  action  bj  holders  of 
original  stock  in  a  corporation  created 
nnder  the  laws  of  other  states,  to  set 
aside  an  issne  of  new  stock  made  bj 
the  directors,  it  appears  that  the  legis- 
lature of  one  of  sach  states  had  paued 
an  act  confirming  snch  issne  of  stock, 
and  the  supreme  conrt  of  the  other 
state  has  decided  that  such  issne  was 
legal  and  valid,  this  conrt  will  not  con- 
tinue an  injunction  restraining  the  use 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or  ap|K>int 
a  receiver  of  snch  proceeds;  especially 
where  the  action  is  approved  by  a 

«  large  majority  of  all  the  stockholaers. 
\<yBrifn  agt.  Chicago,  Rockblandy  Ac 
R.B.  Co.,  53  Barb,i  568.) 

SO.  The  use  of  an  arbitrarily  selected 
word  as  trademark  by  the  manufac- 
turers upon  unprinted  cotton  cloths, 
does  not  give  them  the  right  to  enjoin 
other  persons  from  using  the  same 
word  as  trademark  upon  printt  or 
calicoes.  It  makes  no  difference  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  a  corporation,  and 
the  word  forms  a  part  of  their  corporate 
name.  (AmotleeM  Manufy,  Co.,  agt 
Gamer,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  265.) 

31.  A  long  delay  (in  this  case  of  nine 
years)  to  commence  proceedings  to 
enjoin  an  alleged  infringement  of  a 
trademark,  is  good  reason  for  refusing 
an  injunction.    {Id.) 

32.  The  liability  of  sureties  upon  the 
usual  undertaKing,  given  on  the  issue 
of  an  ininnction,  to  pay  any  damages 
sustained  by  tbe  defendant  Uierebj, 
if  it  be  determined  that  the  plaintiff 
ha8  no  right  to  an  injunction,  cannot 
be  enforced  by  reference,  and  a  judg* 
ment  on  the  referee's  report,  without 
action,  or  at  least  without  notice  to 
sureties  of  the  hearing  before  the  re- 
feree. {PatiertovL  agt.  ^Uxymer^  6  Alh, 
N.  8,  446.) 

83!  Nor  can  the  liabihty  of  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  such  damages  be  enforced  by 
entering  judgment  against  him  for  the 
amount  found  due,  where  he  did  not 
sig^  the  undertaking.  The  proper 
practice  in  snch  case,  would  be  eitiier 
to  bring  an  action  or  to  obtain  an  order 
of  court  directing  payment,  and  enforce 
it  in  the  same  manner  as  other  similar 
orders. 


INSANITY. 

1.  When  it  is  established  that  insanitjr 
existed  at  a  certain  time,  it  is  presumed 
to  continue,  and  the  onus  m  proyin^ 
sanity  at  a  subsequent  time  is  npon  the 
party  alleging  it,^  or  who  seeks  to  hold 
the  person  once  insane  responsible  for 
bis  acts.  ( Cook  agt.  Cook^  53  Barb.  180. ) 

S.  In  an  action  b^  a  husband,  against 
his  wife,  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  adultery,  the  defendant,  without 
tendering  the  issue  of  lunacy  or  insan- 
ity at  the  time  the  adultery  was  com- 
mitted, pleaded  a  record  adjudicating 
her  a  lunatic,  some  two  or  three  years 
before  tJie  act  of  adultery,  and  the  an- 
swer was  proved  by  the  record,  which 
remained  unreversed ; 

Heldy  that  the  Ikct  esUblished  bj  tbe 
record  could  not  be  contaradicted  ;  and 
as  a  rule  of  evidence,  the  presumption, 
at  the  time  of  trial,  was  that  snch  la- 
naov  continued,  and  existed  at  the  time 
of  tne  adultery.  But  that  presumption 
could  be  rebutted  by  evidence;  and 
the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  was  sane  at  the  time 
she  committed  the  adultery.   {Id, ) 

3.  A  person  convicted  of  murder  was, 
before  sentence  was  passed,  upon  due 
examination  found  to  be  insane,  and 
was  discharged  fW>m  imprisonment 
and  sent  to  the  state  lunatic  asylum  at 
Utica.  The  expenses  of  his  mainten- 
ance, clothing,  Aca,  while  there,  were 
advanced  or  paid  by  the  treasurer  of 
the  county  from  which  he  was  sent. 
In  an  action  by  the  supervisors  of  the 
county  against  the  committee  of  the 
criminal's  estate,  it  being  proved  that 
snch  committee  held  propeitj  of  the 
criminal  more  than  snmcient  to  reim- 
burse the  county  for  the  money  ad- 
vanced, it  was 

Held,  that  they  were  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  so  advanced,  the  esse  being 
within  the  provisions  of  section  thirty- 
one  and  tnirty-two,  as  construed  m 
the  light  of  sections  thirty-three  and 
thirty-six  of  chapter  135,  Laws  of  1842. 
(Supervitors  40c.,  agt.  Morgan,  2  KegtM, 

INSOLVENT  DEBTORS. 

1.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statutes  of  Con- 
necticut relative  to  insolvent  estates, 
making  void  transfers  by  debtors,  of 
their  property,  when  made  in  view  of 
insolvency,  to  give  the  transferee  a 
preference  over  other  creditors  of  snch 
debtor,  and  with  knowled^jre  on  tbe 
part  of  the  transferee,  whioh  makes 
such  transfers  absolntelyi.  and  per  m 
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Toid.  They  are  void  onlj  when  made 
for  the  purpose  of  enahlmg  the  debtor 
in  view  oi  insolvency,  to  give  the 
person  receiving  the  same  a  preference 
over  other  creditors,  and  with  the 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  snch  person 
that  the  transfer  was  so  made.  [Hatch 
agt.  Bremter,  53  Barb.^  276.) 

%  A  defendant  sued  on  a  note  which  has 
been  transferred  by  the  holder  to  a 
creditor  and  setting  up  the  'defense 
that  saeh  transfer  was  void,  nnder  the 
Btatntes,  must  prove  the  frandalent  in- 
tent. Bat  even  though  a  fraudulent 
intent  to  prefer,  be  specifieallv  proved, 
snch  defendant  cannot  avail  himself 
of  snch  a  defense.  The  provisions  of 
the  statute  were  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  crediion  of  the  insolvent. 
His  debtors  can  take  no  advantage  of 
them.    {Id) 

msUBANCB. 

L  In  the  year  1861,  D.  Li  Jr.,  effected  an 
insurance  on  his  life,  with  the  plaintiff, 
for  $5000.  In  November,  18^,  being 
under  a  promise  of  marriage  to  M.  R., 
be  assigned  the  policy  to  her,  and 
notified  the  plaintiffs  thereof,  and  the 
policy  was  marked  on  the  books  of 
the  company  as  assigned  to  her.  In 
1863,  the  insured,  not  having  the 
monej  to  continne  the  payments  of 
premiums,  his  uncle,  D.  L.,  promised  to 
Keep  the  policy  paid  up  if  it  was  for 
the  Denefit  of  the  insured's  mother  and 
sisters,  otherwise  not.  The  insured 
promised  to  send  D.  L.,  the  policy  im- 
mediately. He  soon  alter  applied  to 
M.  R.,  who  had  the  policy,  to  send  it 
to  him.  as  he  had  heard  it  had  expired. 
She  did  so  send  it,  and  the  insured  sent 
It  to  D.  L.  In  April,  1864,  he  made 
an  attempt  to  have  the  policy  put  in 
his  mother's  name  on  the  plaintiffs' 
books,  and  being  told  that  M.  K.,  must 
reassign  it  to  him,  or  to  his  mother,  he 
applied  to  M  R.,  for  an  assignment  of 
the  poliov  in  order  to  renew  it,  saying 
it  had  expired.  She  thereupon  ex- 
ecuted an  assignment  to  him,  without 
asking  why  he  wished  it ;  saying  she 
"  had  confidence  in  him  and  gave  him 
her  signature :" 

Held,  that  upon  these  facts  there  was  no 
fraud  or  deception  practiced  by  the 
insured,  in  procuring  the  assignment 
of  the  policy  from  M.  R.,  and  tnat  the 
judge  was  justified  in  so  finding. 
( Washinffton  Lift  Int.  Co.,  agt.  Lavh 
reace,  53  Bar6.,  307.) 

2.  Where  the  wife's  interest  in  her 
husband's  life  is  insured,  and  the  hus- 
band's notes  are  received  and  receipted 


as  cash  to  the  wife  as  the  person  to  be 
benefited  by  the  policy,  it  is  a  receipt 
in  payment  as  cash,  and  the  receipt  le 
apart  of  the  agreement.  IBaher  agt. 
Union  Life  Ins,  Oo.f  6  Abb.  If.  B., 
144.) 

3.  Knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany of  the  nonpavmeut  of  the  notes 
M  a  notice  of  the  oreach,  and  any  ex- 
tension of  time  thereunder  is  a  waiver 
of  the  forfeiture.    {Id,) 

4.  The  action  was  npon  a  premium  note 
given  for  an  insurance  policy,  and  iu- 
volveb  the  same  principles  as  Sands 
agt.  Sandert  (26  N.  Y.  239).  The  facts 
alleged  and  relied  upon  to  make  this 
case  different  from  that  one,  and  hence 
not  determined  by  the  judgment  there- 
in, are :  **  First,  that  defendant's  note 
and  policy  are  not  proved  by  compe- 
tent evidence  to  be  in  the  hazardous 
department ": 

Hdd,  that,  as  in  the  court  below  the 
plaintiff  was  nonsuited  upon  other 
grounds  of  objection  by  defendant,  in 
which  the  fact  now  controverted  was 
admitted  or  assumed  by  defendant,  it 
was  too  late  to  raise  that  question  now. 
The  defendant  should  have  made  the 
absence  of  proof  upon  this  point  a 
specific  ground  of  objection  in  the 
court  below,  and  thus  have  enabled  the 
plaintiff  with  leave  of  the  court  to  sup- 
plythe  defect  {Sa-nde  agt.  Shoemaier, 
2  Keyet,  268.) 

5l  "Second,  that  no  losses  accrued  during 
the  existence  of  his  policy  sufficient  to 
require  an  assessment  to  the  full 
amount  of  his  note  ": 

Heidfihai  the  report  of  a  referee  in  aa 
action  against  the  said  insurance  com- 
pany, setting  forth  claims  established 
before  him  to  an  amocint  which  with 
percentage  to  be  allowed  for  collection 
would  exceed  the  total  assets  of  the 
company  if  all  were  available,  which 
report  was  produced  and  read  on  the 
trial  of  this  cause  without  objection, 
was  competent  evidence,  and  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  receiver  to  make  the 
assessment  and  to  assess  the  fbU 
amoiint  of  the  premium  notes.  As  to 
the  time  when  such  losses  accrued,  the 
dates  given  in  the  referee's  report  of 
losses  are  sufficient  to  make  a  prima 
facie  case  on  this  point    (Id.) 

6.  An  agreement  for  insurance  was  ef^ 
fected  by  the  agent  of  an  insurance 
company  upon  the  ascertained  value  of 
a  cargo  of  lumber,  but  the  rate  was 
not  fixed,  but  was  to  depend  upon  the 
time  of  the  vessel's  sailing — it  before 
October  40th,  to  be  three  per  cent; 
if  after  the  10th  and  before  the  16th 
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to  be  three  and  a  half  per  cent. 
The  vessel  sailed  on  the  15th.  A 
policy  was  forwarded  by  the  company, 
ont  tnrongh  misinformation  contained 
a  warrautv  that  the  vessel  had  sailed 
on  the  I0t£  of  October.  The  agent  of 
the  company,  being  advised  of  the  er- 
ror changed  the  cipher  into  a  five,  ihns 
making  Die  policy  correspond  w^ith  the 
agreement  The  vessel  was  wrecked 
and  the  cargo  became  a  total  loss.  An 
action  npon  the  policy  for  ihe  amount 
of  insurance  was  decided  against  the 
plaintiff  npon  the  ground  that,  the 
agent  having  no  authority  to  alter  it, 
the  policy  was  void.  This  action  was 
then  commenced  to  compel  the  delivery 
of  a  policy  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  and  to  recover  the 
amount  so  insured  as  the  measure  of 
damages  sustained  by  the  loss  of  the 
cargo.  The  court  held  as  a  conclusion 
of  law  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
a  policy  and  to  judgment  for  the  sum 
named.  The  Qeneru  Term  modified  the 
judgment  with  the  plaintiff's  consent, 
andaflirmed  it  thus  modified.  On  appeal 
to  this  court  it  was  held  that  the  ques- 
tions of  fact  passed  upon  by  the  court 
below  justified  the  finding  upon  which 
the  juagmenf  was  based.  {BtmUr^  agt. 
OniiU  Mutual  Ituurance  Oo,,  3  JTeyef, 
6G7.; 

INTENTION. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  pretense  of  over- 
sight, mistake  or  inadyertenoe  a  party 
must  be  held  to  have  wUnded  to  <k> 
what  he  has  done.  (Bohbint  agt. 
Dillaye,  2  K»/es,  506.) 

2.  The  fraud  consists  in  the  purchase 
with  intaU  not  to  pa^,  and  this  intent 
may  be  proved  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances as  well  as  by  the  affirmative 
declarations  of  the  purchaser,  as  to  his 

Secuuiary    condition.      (Jbhuion   agt 
ioneU,  i  Kofeiy  655.) 

INTEREST. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  upon  lands  situated 
in  this  state  is  executed  here — it  not 
appearipg  where  it  is  made  payable 
and  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  a 
rate  of  interest  different  from  that 
allowed  ^bv  the  laws  of  New  York 
was  intenaed  by  the  parties,  the  law 
of  the  place  wnere  the  contract  was 
mfuAe  governs,  as  to  the  rate  of  interest 
{Lewit  agt.  IngertoU^  1  Keytt^  347.) 

2.  While,  ordinarily,  interest  will  be 
allowed  by  the  court  iijpon  an  account, 
only  from  the  time  of  notice  to  the 
debtor  of  the  olaimi  and  demand  of 


payment,  this  rule  will  not  be  applied 
in  the  case  of  a  debtor  who  has  ab- 
sented himself  from  the  state  without 
calling  for  the  account,  and  who  there- 
by prevents  any  demand  being  made 
upon  him.  In  such  case,  interest  will 
be  allowed  from  the  time  of  the  latest 
transaction  or  service.  (OrakoM  agt, 
Ckfystal,2K^e»,2i,) 

IRRELEVANT  AND  REDUNDANT 
MATTER. 

1.  Matter  set  up  as  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct defense,  in  an  answer,  must  be 
viewed  as  a  pleading,  under  sectioa 
153  of  the  Code.  Sham  and  irreleyant 
answers  and  defense  may  be  stricken 
out ;  but  under  this  section,  neither  aa 
entire  answer  or  defense,  nor  a  part 
of  an  answer  or  defense,  can  be  stricken 
out  as  redwudanL  {^mackt  agt. 
SUhnj  53  Barb.,  650.) 

2.  Under  section  160  of  the  Code,  irrele- 
vant or  redundant  matter  in  a  pleading 
may  be  stricken  out ;  but  this  section 
does  not  authorise  an  enhre  answer,  or 
an  entire  defense  in  an  answer,  to  be 
stricken  out  as  irrelevant  or  redundant. 
By  irrelevant  or  redundant  matter  in 
ikit  section,  is  meant  matter  imperti- 
nently or  unnecessarilly  stated,  in 
settinff  foith  the  cause  of  action  in  Iks 
cotimwifUf  or  the  defouef  or  a  defaue^ 
in  the  oMtwer.    Although  an  answer  or 

'  defense  hefriivoloui^  it  does  not  follow^ 
that  |it  is,  or  must  be,  irrelevant  also. 
If  matters  set  up  in  an  answer  are  rele- 
vant  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
complaint;  that  is,  if  they  relate  or 
pertain  to  it ;  they  cannot  be  deemed 
irrelevant    {Id.) 

3.  Where  an  issue  is  formed  u^n  an 
answer  setting  up  a  defense  equivalent 
or  amounting  to  the  plea  of  nut  del  re- 
cord,  it  is  irregular  for  a  judge  to  pro- 
ceed at  chambers,  without  a  jnrjr,  to 
try  that  issue  and  to  find  his  conclusions 
of  feict  and  of  law,  and  order  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs.    *ld,) 

JAIL  LIMITS. 

1.  If  a  person  admitted  to  the  liberties 
of  the  jail  limits  is  without  such  limits 
by  virtue  of  a  valid  legal  process  which 
affords  justification  to  the  officer  tak- 
ing him  thenccj  it  is  not  to  be  deemed 
an  escape  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  (WHehens  agt.  WUUt,  1 
Keyee,  521.) 

2.  When  a  person  confined  on  the  limits 
of  a  jail  within  this  state,  is  taken  by 
virtue  of  the  warrant  of  the  speakat 
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of  the  honM  of  ropresentatives  to 
Washington  to  answer  for  a  contempt 
In  not  appealing  before  a  committee 
of  the  house  when  daly  snmmoned — ^it 
is  not  an  escape  from  saoh  limits.  {Id.) 

3.  To  oonstitate  an  escape  there  most  be 
some  affenoy  of  the  pridoner,  or  some 
wrongml  act  by  a  third  person,  against 
whom  the  law  gives  a  remedy,  {id.) 

JOINT  STOCK  ASSOCIATIONS. 

1.  Joint  stock  associations  existent  in 
this  state,  ezercisinff  such  priyilegesas 
are  given  them  by  uie  statutes  of  this 
state,  and  suing  or  being  sued,  in  the 
name  of  their  president  or  secretary,  as 
to  all  questions  relating  to  narUes  to 
suits  in  or  to  be  reuoveainto  toe  courts 
of  the  United  States,  are  to  be  resrard- 
ed  as  under  the  same  rules  as  apply  in 
such  caaes  to  corporations.  {Fargo  agt. 

2.  Where  such  joint  stock  association  has 
brought  action  m  a  court  of  this  stat» 
in  the  name  of  its  president,  and  appli- 
cation is  made  by  the  defendant,  a  citi- 
zen of  another  state,  to  remove  the 
same  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  under  the  acts  of  congress 
of  1789  and  March,  1867,  such  applica- 
tion cannot  be  defeated  upon  the  ground 
^at  some  of  the  stockholders  of  the 
joint  stock  association  are  citizens  of 
the  state  of  which  the  defendant  is  also 
a  citizen.    {Id.) 

S.  The  character  of  such  joint  stock  asso* 
ciations.  in  corporate  aspect,  consider- 
ed.   (Id.) 

4.  Where  a  special  term  of  the  supreme 
court  has  granted  an  order  removing 
a  cause  under  the  acts  of  con^^ss  re- 
ferred to  into  th&  U.  S.  circuit  court, 
&c.,  is  such  an  order  appealable  to  the 
general  term  t  This  question  also  con- 
sidered.   {Id.) 

5u  The  articles  of  association  of  a  com- 
pany prohibited  the  union  or  consol- 
idation of  the  company  wi^  any  other, 
wiUiout  the  consent  of  a  majority  of 
the  stockholders.  But  they  contained 
a  clause  providing  for  an  amendment 
of  the  articles,  by  a  concurrent  vote 
of  two  thirds  of  the  executive  com- 
mittee and  a  majority  of  the  trustees : 

^0^,  that  the  authority  to  amend  the 
articles  of  association  gave  no  power 
to  take  away  from  the  stockholders 
the  power  to  prohibit  the  merger  of 
the  company  with  any  other  company, 
which  they  had  expresslv  reserved  for 
their  own  protection.  And  that  such 
authority  to  amend  should  be  construed 
as  intended  for  snch  amendments  as 


were  pertinent  to  the  business  and 
objects  for  which  the  association  was 
organized.  {Blatchfml  agt.  Bou,  54 
Barb.,  42.) 

6.  In  such  a  case,  a  merger  of  the  oom- 
panv  in  another,  without  the  consent 
of  tne  stockholders,  is,  as  to  those  who 
do  not  affree,  utterly  beyond  the 
powers  of  tne  executive  committee  and 
directors;  and  if  the  union  has  not 
been  substantially  executed,  by  a 
transfer  of  proper^,  and  by  a  larse 
number  of  the  stocKnolders,  it  will  be 
enjoined  until  the  final  hearing  of  the 
{Id.) 


7.  But,  so  &r  as  a  transfer  of  the  prop- 
erty has  been  nuidef  the  new  company 
wiU  not  be  enjoined  from  the  use  of 
the  property,  or  from  receiving  from 
any  of  the  stockholders  of  the  old 
company  a  surrender  of  the  stock  held 
by  them,  to  the  new  company,  and  a 
voluntary  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  on  their  part.  And 
if  the  stockholders  who  have  not  yet 
accepted  of  the  terms  agreed  on  oe- 
tween  the  two  companies  elect  to  do 
so,  and  to  become  stockholders  in  the 
new  company,  they  will  not  be  re- 
strained from  80  doing ;  but  in  rc^gard 
to  proper^  not  delivered  the  injunc- 
tion will  be  continued,  and  the  direct- 
ors and  executive  committee  will  be 
restrained  from  enforcing  any  com- 
pliance with  the  terms  of  consolidation 
Dy  the  plaintiff  and  other  shareholders 
who  are  not  willing  to  become  mem- 
bers of  the  new  company,  by  collecting 
assessments  on  the  snares  of  stock,  or 
in  any  other  manner,  until  the  decision 
of  the  case.    {Id.) 

8.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  continuance 
of  the  injunction  that  the  company 
with  which  the  merger  is  made,  and 
its  stockholders,  severally,  are  not 
made  parties  to  the  suit.  That  com- 
pany is  not  in  any  way  interfered  with 
by  the  proceedings,  and  its  interest,  if 
any,  is  so  remote  that  it  ait'ords  no 
grounds  for  relief  to  a  plaintiff  suing  in 
behalf  of  himself  and  others  who  may 
choose  to  come  in.  and  who  may  not 
have  become  stoclcholders  in  the  new 
company.     {Id.) 

9.  Nor  is  the  failure  to  make  all  the 
stockholders  defendants,  a  good  ob- 
jection to  the  continuance  of  the  in- 
junction, where  they  are  very  numer- 
ous, and  the  defendants  who  are 
named  represent  the  executive  com- 
mittee ana  directors,  who  are  in  favor 
of  the  union  of  the  two  companies, 
and  can  litigate  for  the  benefit  of  the 
other  class.    (Id.) 

10.  The  ezeontive  committee  of  a  ooa* 
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IHU17  have  no  right  to  Tote  money  to 
themaelvea,  in  adaicion  to  their  regular 
compensation,  for  their  aeryicea  as 
promoter*  aud  originators  of  the  com- 

Kny,  or  in  consideiation  of  the  mem- 
rs  retiring  from  the  exeentive  com- 
mittee. And  if  large  snms  are  granted 
for  thoM  parpoees,  this  affords  a  good 
reason  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver.   {Id,) 

11.  Wliere  a  note  made  by  one  member 
of  a  joint  stock  association  and  indorsed 
by  another  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
money  for  the  nse  of  the  association,  is 
paid  and  taken  up  by  a  third,  the  latter 
cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the 
maker  and  first  indorser,  to  recover 
back  the  money  advanced  by  him, 
ontil  an  account  has  been  taken  be- 
tween the  parties.  (Olrafaragt.  ^t»- 
wfftr,  54  Barb.,  155). 

juDGMEirr. 

1.  The  act  of  congress  of  1790,  dedarss 
that  the  record  ofajudgmaU  (authentic 
cated  in  a  particular  manner)  shall  have 
the  same  faith  and  credit,  as  it  has 
in  the  state  court  from  whence  it  was 
taken.  And  this  court  has  decided,  that 
congress  having  declared  the  effect  of 
the  record,  by  declaring  what  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  to  it,  it  is  only 
necessary  to  inquire,  in  every  case, 
what  is  the  effect  of  a  Judgment  in  the 
state  where  it  it  rendered,  (^remagt. 
Buekirk,  ante,  52.) 

2.  The  policy  of  the  law  in  Illinois  wUl 
not  permit  the  owner  of  personal  prop* 
erty  to  sell  it,  and  still  continue  in  fxw- 
session  of  it.  If  between  the  parties, 
without  delivery,  the  sale  is  valid ;  it 
has  no  effect  on  third  persons,  who  in 
good  faith  get  a  lien  on  it:  for  an  al- 
taching  ereaUor  stands  in  toe  light  of 
a  purchaser,  and  as  such  will  be  pro- 
tected.   {Id,) 

8.  As  the  effect  of  a  levy,  judgment  and 
sale  of  attached  property  in  the  state 
of  Illinois  is  to  protect  the  attaching 
creditor,  if  sued  m  the  courts  of  that 
sUte.  and  these  proceedings  are  pro- 
duoea  for  his  own  justification ;  they 
ought  also  to  produce,  when  he  is  sued 
in  the  court  of  another  ftcUe.  for  the 
same  transaction,  and  he  justifies  in  the 
same  manner,  the  same  protection; 
even  though  it  appear  that  the  owner 
of  the  property  attached  and  the  attach- 
ing creditor  are  both  reeidenit  ofanoih- 
er  stale ;  and  also  that  the  owner  had, 
previous  to  the  attachment,  given  a 
chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property 
which  was  unknown  to  the  attaching 
creditor  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  the 


attachment,  although  it  came  to  his 
knowledge  before  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings were  completed.  {Beversing 
8.  O,  New  York  Suprtme  Oowrt,  34 
Barb.f  457,  and  the  New  York  Court  of 
ATpj^y'SLKtgesn^,)    {Id,) 

4.  On  the  eatkiry  ofjudameni,  the  authority 
of  the  attomeu  for  tne  defendant  oeases» 
and  he  is  at  liberty  to  employ  anotiier 
attorney  in  the  action  without  an  order 
of  substitution.  {Eagan  agk  Booney, 
<»»(<,  121.) 

5.  If  it  is  desired  to  obtain  possession  of 
papers  in  the  action  in  the  hands  of 
the  former  attorney,  an  independent 
proceeding  against  nim  is  neoessary 

6.  Judgment  will  be  opened,  and  the  de- 
fendimt  let  in  to  defend,  &c.  on  terms, 
where  he  shows  an  excusable  neglects 
{Id.) 

7.  The  return  of  a  deed  to  the  grantor, 
and  the  destruction  thereof,  after  it 
has  been  executed  and  delivered,  will 
not  reinvest  the  grantor  with  the  title. 
And  if,  before  any  conveyance  of  the 
premises  is  made,  by  the  grantee,  a 
judgment  is  recovered  against  him,  the 
same  will  become  a  valid  lien  thereon, 
and  a  purchaser,  at  a  sale  on  the  exe- 
cution issued  upon  such  judgment,  will 
acquire  a  valid  title  to  the  premises,  as 
against  the  judgment  debtor.  {ParshaU 
agt.  ShirU,  54  Barb.,  99.) 

8.  If  the  grantee,  after  selling  his  inter- 
est in  the  premises  to  a  third  person, 
becomes  a  tenant  of  tiie  latter  from 
year  to  year,  his  right  of  possession 
becomes  subject  to  the  lien  of  the 
judgment,  and  may  be  recovered  by 
the  purchaser  of  toe  premiiteai  at  the 
sheriff's  sale.    {Id,) 

9.  The  holder  of  a  judgment  cannot  le- 
gally bind  himself,  by  any  species  of 
executory  agreement,  to  accept  a  less 
sum  than  is  actually  due  thereon  and 
discharge  the  ju<]bment,  it  seans„ 
(^arvsy  agt.  Jarvis,  54  Barb.,  179.^ 

10.  A  judgment,  or  any  matter  of  record, 
like  a  specialty,  cannot  be  dischai^ged, 
even  by  what  would  be  considered  a 
good  accord  and  satisfaction  in  other 
cases.    (Id) 

11.  The  detendant,  being  sued  as  sheriff', 
for  taking  and  selling  on  execution, 
property  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be 
exempt,  justified  the  taking  by  virtoe 
of  an  execution  issned  to  him  as  sherifE^ 
out  of  tbe  county  clerk's  office,  **  com- 
manding him  to  collect  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  D.  &&,  $60  84,  which 
P.  recovered  against  them,  for  dam- 
ages and  costs,  on  dec,  before  M,,  a 
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jastiM  of  the  peace,  &o ,  a  tranBcript 
of  which  was  aulj  filed  and  jadfrment 
docketed  in  the  clerk's  office,  &c.  ;*' 
not  expressly  setting  ap  as  a  defense 
the  juoffment  on  which  the  execation 
wa»  issaed.  The  plaintiff,  having 
proved,  on  the  trial,  tne  levy  npon  ana 
sale  of  his  tisam  of  horses,  wagon  and 
harness,  by  the  defendant;  that  he 
was  a  hoQSeholder,  having  a  family  ; 
that  snch  team  was  used  m  their  sap- 
port,  and  that  he  had  no  other  property, 
except  some  household  furniture  worth 
ahout  $50  J  and  that  he  forbade  the 
sale,  claiming  the  property  to  be  ex- 
empt ;  the  defendant  offered  to  prove 
that  the  execution  '*  was  issaed  upon 
a  judgpient  rendered  on  a  note  which 
was  given  for  another  horse,  which 
was    the    plaintiff's   exempt    team: 

Sieldf  that  the  judgment,  not  having  been 
setup  in  the  answer  as  a  defense,  nor 
alleged  to  have  been  for  the  purchase 
price  of  exempt  property,  the  judge 
was  right  in  refusing  to  allow  the  oe- 
fendant  to  show  its  consideration,  as  a 
defense  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  of  ex- 
emption from  levy  and  sale,  on  execu- 
tion of  the  property  in  suit.  (2>«m»w 
agt.iS!M^54^ar6.,  411.) 

13.  The  existence  of  the  judgment,  in 
such  a  case,  is  new  matter,  and  requires 
to  be  pleaded.    (Id,) 

13.  When  an  officer  sees  fit  to  go  beyond 
the  power  of  the  process,  or  for  any 
other  reason,  when  suea,  it  becomes 
necessary  for  him  to  prove  a  judgment, 
he,  no  more  than  any  other  party,  can 
do  so,  without  having  alleged  its  ex- 
istence, in  his  answer.    {Id.) 

14.  Where  the  real  defense  is  new  mat- 
ter, viz.,  a  justification  for  taking  pro- 
perty under  a  judgment  and  execution, 
if  the  defendant  u  an  officer,  and  relies 
•sntirely  upon  the  execution,  as  a  de- 
fense, and  nothing  beyond  it,  it  is  suf- 
ficient for  him  merely  to  set  forth  the 
fact ;  but  if  he  desires  to  go  farther,  or 
it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  into 
the  consideration  of  the  judgment,  he 
must  plead  such  judgment,  and  set  it 
forth  in  his  answer.  And  having 
averred  the  existence  of  a  judgment,  he 
will  be  at  liberty  to'prove  it,  and  then 
^o  show  its  consideration,  without  hav- 
ing averred  it,  if  material  to  answer 
any  fact  proved  by  the  plaintiff.    {Id,) 

15.  In  an  action  against  partners  a  sepa- 
rate judgment  mav  be  entered  against 
those  who  are  found  liable,  while 
the  plaintiff  is  nonsuited  as  to  those 
who  are  not  liable,  (Fitlden  agt. 
Lahnu,%Ahh.Jlr,a.y^^\.) 


16.  The  doctrine  of  extiuj^ishment  by 

I'udgment  has  no  application  where  the 
ndgment  is  not  a^inst  the  principal 
debtor,  but  against  one  collaterailv 
liable.  In  such  case  there  must  be  beta 
judgment  and  satisfaction  to  affect  the 

rrincipal  debt.    (Clapp  agt.  MeteroU, 
Keyet,  281.) 

17.  Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  a 
case  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to 
an  arrest  andimpriBonment,it  should  be 
BO  stated  in  the  jnd^ent,  if  the  plaun- 
tiff  wishes  to  avail  himself  of  such 
remedy.  (Oa/rpantier  agt.  WiUeU^  1 
jEsyef,  510.) 

18.  The  subsequent  indorsement  by  the 
justice  that  execation  against  the  body 
IS  to  issue,  is  not  sufficient.  Such  en- 
try, to  be  available,  must  be  entered  in 
ana  become  a  part  of  the  jadament. 
(Id,) 

19.  Under  section  383  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure it  is  enough  that  the  nature  and 
consideration  of  tne  debt  confessed,  the 
time  in  which  it  occurred,  and  that  it 
is  due  and  unpaid,  be  consisely  stated. 
{OandaU  agt.  Finn,!  Keyes,  217.) 

20.  It  is  unnecessary  that  the  statement 
should  be  as  precise  and  particular  as 
a  bill  of  particulars.    {Id.) 

21.  The  requirements  of  the  Code  in  this 
particular  are  not  to  be  measured  bv 
the  requirements  of  the  act  of  181^ 
(£aiMl818,eA.  259,  $6.)    {Id.) 

22.  A  statement  is  sufficient  to  authorize 
a  judgment  bv  confession  under  $  383 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  which  stiates 
the  indebtedness  to  be  two  fold :  first, 
on  a  promissory  note,  giving  amount 
and  date,  "  being  for  money  loaned  me 
by  plaintiff  to  commence  businem  as  a 
merchant ;"  and,  second,  on  a  promis- 
sory note,  stating  amount  and  date, 
"  being  for  money  paid  by  plaintiff  for 
me  on  the  real  estate  I  now  own  at 
Irving."     {Acier  agt  Acker^  1  KeyeSj 

23.  A  statement  upon  which  to  enter  a 
judgment  by  confession,  under  ^  383  of 
the  Code,  in  these  words ;  "  This  con- 
fession of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly 
due  to  the  plaintiff,  arising  upon  the 
following  facts:  For  money  Tent  by  said 
plaintiff  to  me  on  the  first  day  of 
April,  1856,  and  interest  thereon  from 
the  first  day  of  April,  IS")?,"  is  suffi- 
cient.   {Cl^unts  agt.  Oerovfy  1  Keyet, 

24.  A  statement  in  theee  words ;  "  This 
confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt 
justly  owing  from  me  and  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  ansing  from  tlie  following 
facts :  For  money  borrowed  by  me  ol 
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him  in  Janoi  1855,  for  which  I  gave 
him  my  note,  and  one  year's  interest 
thereon,**  is  sufficient    (Id,) 

25.  A  statement  in  these  words :  "  This 
confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt 
justly  due  ana  owing  from  me  to  the 
plainUlfs  for  goods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise, groceries,  dry  goods,  salt 
calico,  mnslin,  molasses,  sugar  ana 
other  articles  sold  and  delivered  by 
them  to  me,  at  various  times  within 
the  last  two  years,  as  per  schedule  an- 
nexed,'* is  sufficient,  although  in  Iket 
no  schedule  is  annexed  to  the  oonfee- 
sion.    {Id.) 

26.  If  a  statement  is  sufficiently  concise, 
within  the  language  and  meaning  of 
the  Code,  the  omission  of  a  scheaule 
therein  referred  to  as  *'  annexed,"  will 
not  invalidate  the  judgment,    (Id.) 

27.  A  Judgment  under  an  action  to  fore- 
close a*  mortgage,  that  forecloses  at 
the  same  tAne  prior  mortgages  to  that 
upon  which  the  action  was  Drought  is 
irregular,  and  was  properly  opened 
upon  motion  of  the  prior  mortgagee. 
{McBeynoldi  agt  Mufuu,2  Keyet^  214.) 

228.  It  seemtf  that  a  par^  seeking  lo  re- 
verse a  judgment  of  tne  General  Ses 
sions  of  New  York,  convicting  one  of 
the  crime  of  murder,  sbould  allege 
and  prove  a  prejudiasU  error  in  toe 
proceedings,  ultimating  in  such  con- 
viction. [IHery  a^  The  PetmU,  2 
JTeyei,  434.)       '     " 

529.  Presumptions  are  always  in  fkvor  of 
a  judgment  'iliey  are  against  error. 
No  question  as  to  the  pleadings  was 
raised  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial.  It 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  court  would 
have  complied  with   any  request  pro- 

Eerly  maae  as  to  the  pleaaings,  nad 
is  attention  been  called  to  it    (Zftom* 
9on  agt  BeiuieUj  2  ifsya,  503.) 

30.  In  an  action  in  the  Supreme  Court 
for  damages  caused  by  an  overflow  of 
plaintiff's  lands  by  reason  of  dams 
erected  by  defendant,  the  judgment  in 
a  suit  in  a  justice's  court,  involving 
precisely  the  same  issues,  was  given 
in  evidence : 

Seldt  that  the  judgment,  so  long  as  it  re- 
mained unreversed,  was  conclusive 
between  the  parties.  (Boyer  agt 
SchojUld,  2  Keyu,  fi2a; 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  Where  the  general  term  of  this  eonrt, 
on  a  regular  call  of  a  cause  on  the  cal- 
endar, take  a  nhmistiiyi^  of  the  cause 
for  decision,  from  the   plaintiiT's  attoi^ 


ney — he  declining  to  take  the  default 
of  the  defendant,  his  attorney  not  ap- 
pearing, and  order  that  the  (iefendanrs 
aUomev  have  notice  of  such  submisa- 
ion^  ana  permission  to  submit  his  points, 
which  submission  is  not  made  oy  the 
defen  dant  during  the  term,  althoiurh 
regularly  notified  by  the  plaintin'a 
attorney,  in  pursuance  of  such  order ; 
a  9uh§equeni  gvnerol  term  of  the  court, 
cannot,  by  calling  such  submission  a 
defamUf  and  on  motion  of  the  defen- 
dant, set  aside  such  submission,  and 
grant  an  order  for  a  new  triaL  {^oUtg 
agt  Ih^f  oMte,  492.) 

2L  It  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  justices,  to 
whom  the  cause  was  submitted,  not- 
withstanding the  orders  of  the  sobse- 
quent  general  term,  to  decide  and  dia- 
po9e  of  the  cause.    (Id.) 

3.  This  court  is  not  authorized  to  hear  a 
motion  for  anew  trial  at  general  term, 
on  a  case  or  exceptions,  where  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  filed  under  $  2^  of 
the  Code,  does  notauthorixe  final  judg- 
ment but  directs  proceedings  before  a 
referee  or  otherwise,  under  the  amend- 
ment of  ^  268  in  1867,  where  the  in- 
terlocutory decision  or  judgment  mw 
made  before  the  avunduunL    {Id,) 

4.  Where  a  cause  is  argued  in  this  court 
before  three  of  the  justices,  it  may^  be 
properly  decided  hj  two  of  the  justices, 
textkout  connUttUum  with  the  thinL 
(Parrott  agt  Knickerbocier  Ice  Co., 
ante,  50a) 

5.  The  statute  (2  B.  8.,  355,  $  27,) 
which  provides  that  woenever  any 
power,  authority  or  duty  is  confided 
oy  law  to  three  or  more  persons,  and 
wheneyer  three  or  more  persons  oi 
officers  are  authorized  or  required  by 
law  to  perform  any  act,  such  act  may 
be  done,  and  such  power,  authority 
or  duty  ma,j  be  exercised  and  pertbrm- 
ed  by  a  tnajority  of  such  persons  or  offi- 
cers, upon  a  meeting  of  all  the  perwona 
or  officer*  to  intmsted  or  empowered^  m%- 
lets  tpedal  pravition  it  otherwite  made 
does  not  apply  Vojvdicial  officert.  {Id,) 

6.  But  this  statute  applies  to  qnati  judi- 
cial and  mtatfteruu  officers — such  as  ar- 
bitrators ;  overseers  of  the  poor ;  com- 
missioners to  make  ^iatribntion  of  rail- 
road stock;  trustees  to  apportion  school 
tax;  commissioners  of  highways;  a 
mixed  commission,  composed  of  super 
Tisors  and  the  judges  of  two  distinct 
courts,  for  the  purpoee  of  appointing  a 
commissioner  of  jurors,  &c    {Id.) 

7.  It  is  now  settled  that  the  courts  oi 
this  state  have,  and  wil  entertain, 
jurisdiction  of  actions  for  personal  in- 
juries commitied  abroad,  when  both  ol 
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either  of  the  parties  are  oitiiens  of  the 
United  States.  {DewiU  agL  BvcKan- 
an,  54  Barb,  31.) 

8.  As  a  question  of  law,  the  sapreme 
conrt  has  jarisdiction  of  torts  commit- 
ted in  a  foreign  country,  between  non- 
resident foreigners ;  but,  as  a  matter  of 
policy,  will  only  exercise  it  in  its  dis- 
cretion, in  exceptional  cases.    {Id.) 

9.  But  where  the  question  arises  upon 
demurrer  to  a  pleading,  no  papers  ex- 
cept the  pleadiuffs  are  properly  before 
the  court,  and  if  any  special  reasons 
exist  for  retaining  jurisdiction,  they 
would  not,  and  could  not,  properly  ap- 
pear. The  court  has  power  to  deter- 
nrine  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading 
only.    {IdL) 

10.  Upon  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, however,  the  special  reasons, 
if  any,  for  retaining  jurisdiction,  can 
be  set  forth  in  ihe  opposing  affldaTits, 
and  the  court  has  a  discretion  toa^udge 
whether  it  will  retain  Jnrisdietion  of 
the  action  or  not    (Id,) 

11.  To  determine  whether  a  debt  con- 
tracted for  the  benefit  of  a  vessel  is 
within  the  sphere  of  maritime  juris- 
diction, it  is  not  necessary  to  ascer- 
tain for  what  purpose  or  for  whose 
use,  it  was  contracted. .  If  the  pro- 
ceeding is  in  rem,  and  against  the 
vessel  oy  name,  this  is  exclusive^  and 
per  M  shows  that  it  is  one  of  maritime 
jurisdiction,  and  exclusively  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  of 
the  United  States.  {Ferran  agt  Bioe- 
fnd,5iBarb:2W.) 

12.  When  the  proceeding  is  against  a 
veasel  by  name,  whatever  may  be 
the  nature  of  the  claim,  it  is  a  pro- 
ceeding in  the  nature  and  with  all  the 
incidents  of  a  suit  in  admiralty,  and  all 
such  proceeding  are  excusively  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts 
of  the  United  States. 

{Id.) 

.  Where,  in  a  suit  afiTecting  real  pro- 
]>erty,  brought  in  a  justice's  court,  the 
title  of  neither  party  is  disputed  nor 
denied,  though  evidence  be  given  con- 
cerning title,  it  does  not  oust  the  justice 
of  jurisdiction.  {Boyer  .agt  8chq/Uldf 
2  Kejfet,  628.) 

JUBT. 

1.  The  provision  of  the  state  constitution 
resnecting  trial  by  jury  is  not  that  it 
shall  be  used  in  all  cases,  but  in  all 
cases  in  which  it  had  been  theretofore 
uited.  (Van  Ifarter  agt.  BotchHu,  1 
Keyei,  5S5.) 


2|  The  praetice  of  referring  issues,  the 
trial  of  which  would  require  the  exam- 
ination of  long  accounts,  has  prevailed 
by  the  practice  of  the  courts  irom  time 
immemorial,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  provisions  of  the  constitution.  {Id. ) 

4.  Whether  one  in  business  claiming  and 
holding  himself  ont  to  be  acting  as 
**  agent "  for  another,  if  t»  Jnct  acting 
as  agent  on  his  own  account,  is  pro- 
perly a  question  for  the  jurv.  {Mc- 
ClwM  agt.  Cain,  2  Keyes,  203.)' 

5.  In  a  case  where  the  issoe  was  one  of 
fact  as  to  whether  a  person  was  trans- 
actincf  business  as  " agent"  for  another 
on  his  own  aocounc,  the  jury  found  in 
effect  that  he  was  acting  as  agent.  The 
supreme  court  at  general  term,  re- 
versed the  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  against  evidence : 

SM,  that  the  judgment  of  reversal  was 
erroneous,  there  being  very  consider- 
able evidence  to  support  the  claim  that 
that  the  party  was  acting  solely  as 
agent  and  not  on  his  own  acoount. 

6.  Where  the  jury  have  a  reasonable 
doubt,  from  the  evidence,  as  to  what 
degree  of  murder  to  convict  the  prison- 
er of,  it  is  their  duty  to  convict  of  the 
lesser  degree.  {People  agt.    Lamb,  3 

7.  Any  irregularity  attending  the  draw* 
ing  of  jurors,  wnich  does  not  change 
the  persons  who  are  to  comnose  the 
jury,  does  not  tend  to  affect  tne  rights 
of  the  prisoner,  and  will  not  be^)od 
cause  01  challenge  to  ibe  array.  {Iriery 
agt.  People,  2  Keyet,  424.) 

8.  Where  the  prisoner  challenges  a  inror 
for  principal  cause,  and  his  challenge 
being  overruled,  he  then  challenges 
him  peremtorily  ne  thereby  waives  nis 
challenge  for  principal  cause.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  evidence  upon  the  question  of 
an  agreement  between  parties  is  con- 
flicting, it  is  not  error  to  deny  a  motion 
for  nonsuit.  The  question  is  properly 
one  for  a  jury,  {ifowy  agt.  Lord,  2 
Keyet,  617.) 

10.  Where  evidence  is  furnished  afford- 
ing a  presumption  of  fraud,  the  case 
should  oe  submitted  to  the  jury.  (t/bA*- 
eon  agt.  Monetl,  2  ir«ye«,  6d5.) 

JUSTICES'  COUBTa 

1.  It  was  the  intention  of  the  law,  allow- 
ing aippealt  from  iustice's  courts  to  the 
county  court,  "  when  the  amount  of  the 
claim  or  claims  for  which  jud^ent 
was  demanded  by  either  party  in  bis 
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pleadings  in  the  ooart  below  shall  ex- 
ceed fifty  dollars,"  not  lo  allow  either 
party  a  new  trial  in  the  county  oonrt, 
unless  ladgment  for  a  sam  exceeding 
fifty  dollars  is  demanded  in  a  proper 
eaatf  in  good  Joitk,  {Uoughimn,  agt 
KeMfOT^  anU^  107.) 

2.  Where  an  action  is  brought  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  claiming  less  than  $50 
damages,  the  defendant  has  a  right  to 
draw  his  answer  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  have  a  new  trialin  the  county  court. 
in  the  event  of  his  being  unsuccessfu 
in  the  court  below,  provided^  his  de- 
fenses are  not  sham  or  false,  and  are 

§  leaded  in  good  faith,  and  are  proper 
efenses  to  the  cause  of  action  set  out 
in  the  complaint.    {M.) 

3.  Where  the  plaintiff  succeeds  before 
the  justice  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  of 
ffeneral  denial  in  recovering  iudgment 
for  the  amount  of  his  claim — ^oeing  less 
than  $50 :  And  Uie  defendant  appeals 
for  a  new  trial  in  the  coun^  court,  upon 
other  defenses  inteiposea,  claiming  a 
judgment  of  over  $dO,  and  such  de- 
fenses are  clearly  sham  and  false,  they 
will  be  stricken  out  by  the  county 
court,  on  motion,  and  tne  appeal  or- 
dered to  be  beard  by  argwmenty  upon 
the  justice's  return.    [Id,) 

4.  A  justice's  juagment,  rendered  on  the 
verdict  of  a  jury,  for  the  defendant,  in 
an  action  of  trespass,  will  be  reversed 
by  the  county  court  on  appeal,  where 
it  appears  tluit  the  plaintin  would  be 
entitled  to  nominoZ  danutga  only. 
{SearUt  agt  Cronk,  ante,  320.) 

5.  On  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  a 
justice's  court  to  the  county  court,  the 
justice  cannot  be  compelled  to  return 
the  evidence  taken  before  him  on  the 
trial,  where  the  case  is  a  proper  one 
for  a  new  trial  in  the  counj^  conrt 
{ffohbt  agt  Wetherwax,  ante,  385.) 

6.  And  whether  the  case  is  a  proper  one 
for  a  new,  trial  in  the  county  court 
depends  upon  the  amount  stated  and 
claimed  in  the  pleadings — ^it  mutt  ex- 
ceed $50.    [Id,) 

7.  Where  a  person  acting  as  an  attorney, 
assumes  to  appear  for  a  defendant  in  a 
justices  conrt  at  the  joining  of  issue 
and  on  the  adjourned  day,  (without 
authority  in  fact)  and  is  not  sworn  or 
questioned  as  to  his  authority  to  ap^ 
pear,  either  by  Uie  justice  or  tne  plain- 
tiff, tnere  is  no  appearance  by  the  defen- 
dant which  concludes  him;  conse- 
(yiently  any  irregularity  or  jurisdic- 
tional objection  by  him  is  not  waived. 
Such  appearance,  however,  concludes 
the  plaintiff.  iMtUer  agt  XarmoA,  an- 
te, 417.) 


8.  The  return  of  a  constable  to  the  ser 
vice  of  a  summons  is  a  eert^cate  in 
both  the  technical  and  liberal  sense  of 
the  term;  and  consequently  requires 
a  etamp  under  the  U.  S.  internal  rev- 
enue act  And  the  omission  of  the  stamp 
renders  the  oertificate  invalid  and  of 
no  eject    (Id) 

9.  Where  the  defendant  does  not  appear 
in  the  action,  an  adjowmment  for  more 
than  eight  day^,  either  on  motion  of 
the  justice  or  at  the  plaintiff's  request 
is  irregular  and  the  justice  loses  juris- 
diction.   [Id) 

10.  A  juetice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  an  action  for  oMovUt  ana  bakery. 
{Chapin  agt  Cole,  ante,  481.) 

U.  Where  the  complaint  contained  three 
counts— one  for  assault  and  battery, 
one  for  injury  to  plaintiff's  bam,  and 
the  other  for  converting  sheep,  and  on 
the  trial  evidence  was  given  upon  all 
the  counts,  and  a  general  veruict  for 
plaintiflfoforfaO: 

Held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
eotti.    {Id) 

12.  Where  the  issue  in  a  justice's  court 
is  fraud,  and  the  titie  to  land  only  col- 
lateral— afeust  from  which  the  main 
issue  may  be  inferred— evidence  of 
tide  in  another,  instead  of  the  defen- 
dant maybe  received.  {7\s!flar not. 
SconlU,  A  Barb.,  34.) 

13.  Under  the  Code  of  Procedure,  a 
defendant  in  n  justice's  court  who 
would  interpose  a  plea  of  titie,  is  not 
absolutely^  requirea  to  do  so  at  the 
time  of  joining  issue,  as  under  the  Be- 
vised  Statutes;  but  this,  like  any 
other  defense,  may  be  interposed  by 
way  of  amendment  at  any  time  before 
trial,  when  substantial  justice  shidl  be 
promoted  thereby-  (Binds  agt  i^uoe, 
6  Abb.  IT.  8.,  58.) 

14.  In  an  action  in  a  justice's  conrt  to 
recover  expenses  of  making  a  line  or 
division  fence  on  the  boundary  be- 
tween the  lands  of  the  parties,  an  an- 
swer alleging  that  the  fence  in  qneston 
was  not  built  on  the  true  line,  out  on 
the  defendant's  land,  sufficiently  in- 
volves the  question  of  titie  to  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justice.    {Id) 

15.  The  statute  authorizing  a  trial  by  a 
jury  of  six  in  a  justice's  court,  although 
the  amount  exceeds  that  limit,  ia  not 
unconstitutional^  if  it  also  allows  the 
defendant  the  right  to  remove  the 
cause  to  a  court  of  record,  where  he 
could  have  a  trial  by  a  jury  of  twelve. 
(People  ex  reL  Metropolitan  Board  of 
HeeiUh  agt  Lane,  6  Abb.  If.  A,  105u) 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


607 


Digest. 


16.  Where,  in  a  snit  in  a  justice's  conrt, 
the  title^  of  neither  party  is  dispated 
nor  denied,  thon^h  evidence  be  given 
concerning  title,  it  does  not  onst  the 
jastice  of  jarisdiction  .  ( Soyer  agt, 
SchoJUld,  2  Keyet,  6iS.) 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Agtutrdianin  toax^e  has  i)ower  to 
/tfMsthe  lands  of  xnfant  hnn^  until 
they  become  of  age.  Bat  the  iease  is 
snbjectto  be  avoided,  either  bv  the  com- 
ing of  age  of  the  infEmts  or  oy  the  op- 
pomtment   of  a  general  gwvriian  for 

•  them.    {Emerton  agt.  Sjncery  anUf  114.) 

2.  The  lessee  is  bound  to  leave  the  prem- 
ises upon  the  election  of  the  general 
guardian  to  terminate  his  tenancy. 
And  this  election  may  be  made  by  a  de^ 
mand  of  possession  of  the  premises  or 
b^  the  commencement  of  an  action  of 
ejectment.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  on  the  dissolution  of  a  etmart- 
nenhipj  the  retiring  partners  take  a 
bond  of  indemnity  oi  the  remaining 
partner,  with  a  surety,  to  yaj  all  the 
partnership  debts  d&c ,  the  landlord  of 
the  premises  can  not  sustain  an  action 
on  tne  bond  for  rent  due  from  the  part- 
nership, or  from  the  remaining  partner. 
There  is  no  privity  of  contract  between 
the  partiee  to  the  action.  {Maclnntoth 
agt  I\Umai^  anU,  145.) 

4.  Although  growing  gran  is  a  part  of  the 
realtv  and  no  interest  therein  can  be 
sold  by  parol  agreement,  being  within 
the  statute  of  irauds,  which  requires 
it  to  be  in  writing,  yet  where  a  parol 
agreement  is  made  between  landlord 
and  tenant,  to  let  the  farm  to  be  worked 
&n  tkaret,  the  landlord  is  not  at  liberty 
to  treat  the  agreement  void  under  the 
statute  of  frauds,  as  to  the  meadow 
land,  and  valid  as  to  the  other  crops  of 
grain,  vegetables,  A&c,  and  that  the 
greement  amounts  to  nothing  more 
tnan  a  revocable  license  as  respects  the 
grass,     {ffobht  agt.   WetherwcuCf  ante^ 

5.  It  is  a  settled  principle  of  law  that  if  a 
part  of  a  contract  be  void,  under  the 

statute  of  frauds,  the  whole  is  void. 
{Id.) 

6.  Where  a  contract,  void  because  not  in 
writing,  has  been  so  far  performed  that 
it  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  party,^  or 
operate  as  a  great  haraship  upon  nim, 
unless  carried  out,  it  will  oe  enforced, 
notwithstandinsr  the  statute.    (Id.) 

7.  An  action  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  a  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  con* 
tained  in  a  lease  ezecnted  by  a  person 


having  a  life-estate  in  the  premises, 
which  breach  was  occasioned  by  the 
death  of  the  life-tenant,  will  not  lie 
against  the  executor  of  such  life-tenant, 
and  the  remaindermen  jointly,  nor 
against  the  remaindermen  in  any  form, 
and  the  mere  fact,  that  the  remainder- 
men collected  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
lease  fW>m  the  death  of  the  life-tenant 
up  to  the  time  of  the  final  partition  of 
the  premises,  in  an  action  instituted  for 
that  purpose,  cannot  be  construed  into 
an  adoption  and  ratification  of  such 
covenant  on  their  part..  ( CoakUy  asft. 
Ohamherlainf  ante,  483.) 

8.  An  unexpired  lease  executed  by  a  per- 
son having  only  a  life-estate  in  the  de- 
mised premises,  becomes  void  and  ino- 
perative upon  the  death  of  the  life-ten- 
ant as  against  the  remaindermen,  and 
from  that  time  constitutes  no  further 
lien  or  incumbrance  upon  the  premises. 
No  tenure  and  no  relation  exists  be- 
tween remaindermen  and  the  tenant  of 
the  life-tenant.    {Id,) 

9.  Where  a  married  woman  having  a 
life-estate  in  certain  premises  executed, 
prior  to  the  year  1860,  a  ten  years'  lease 
of  such  premises  with  a  covenant  con- 
tained therein,  that  on  payment  of  the 
rent  thereby  reserved  tne  lessee  may 
quietly  have  and  enjoy  the  said  prem- 
ises for  the  full  term,  and  thereupon 
died  before  the  expiration  of  the  term 
and  the  lessee  was  dispossessed  by  the 
remfundermen : 

iTe^i  that  no  action  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  the  breach  of  such  covenant 
can  be  maintained  bv  the  lessee  against 
the  executor  of  sucn  married  woman. 
{Id.) 

10.  After  a  guarantor  of  rent  has  become 
fixed  and  liable  for  rent  in  arrear,  such 
liability  can   only   be   dischamd  by 

faymeut,  relesse  or  other  satisfaction, 
t  will  not  be  discharged  by  a  surren- 
der by  the  lessees,  of  the  unexpired 
term  and  the  possession  of  the  demised 
premises  witnout  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  guarantor,  upon  an 
agreement  that  the  lessor  will  release 
his  claim  for  rent  yet  to  accrue,  but 
that  such  surrender  shall  not  affect  his 
claim  for  rent  already  due.  {Kingsbury 
agt.  Williams,  53  Barb.,  142.) 

11.  Where  the  owner  of  land  agrees  to 
pay  the  occupant  for  working  the  same 
on  shares,  the  value  of  a  certain  por- 
tion of  the  crops  and  produce,  the  par- 
ties are  tenanie  in  common  of  the  crops, 
&,c.  In  such  a  case  the  occupant  dom 
not  become  a  tenant,  and  the  agree- 
ment between  him  and  the  owner  in 
not  to  be  construed  as  a  lease.  ( Wilhet 
agt  Sitsmv,  53  Barb.,  258.; 
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12.  Where  the  Hg:reeiiieiit  i«  of  rach  a  na- 
ture as  to  cooatitate  a  tenancy,  as  dis- 
tin^aished  from  an  oecapanoy  to  work 
the  land  on  shares,  there  the  prodnots 
become  the  property  of  the  tenant,  and 
be  can  use,  sell  or  dispose  of  them  as 
he  may  choose.    {Id,) 

,  A  tenant  oocnpyinff  the  premises 
after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  when 
the  title  is  in  dispnte,  and  there  is  no 
recognized  landlord,  is  liable  for  the 
nse  and  occupation  according  to  the 
value  thereof;  and  the  rate  of  rent 
which  was  ftzed  by  the  lease  is  not 
oondnsiTe  on  either  party.  (Van 
Brunt  agt  Popej  6  Abb.  If.  S.,  217). 


TjKABk. 

1.  Where  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  the 
lands  are  demised  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses only,  such  limitation  excludes 
the  right  of  the  lessee  to  dig  stone  in  a 
quarry  on  the  premises,  though  opened 
at  the  time  of  executing  the  lease. 
(i^Veer  agt  Stotekbwr,  2  f  eyet,  467.) 

S.  A  lease  provided  that  if  the  lessee, 
having  performed  his  covenants, 
should  give  noticti  in  writing,  on  or 
before  February  1, 1868,  binding  him- 
self to  take  and  accept  a  further  term 
of  five  years  from  Hay  1,  1868,  the 
lessor  would  grant  a  new  lease  for 
SDch  further  period.  It  then  provided 
for  the  fixing  of  the  rent  bj  arbitra- 
tion, i^e.^  but  gave  no  option  to  the 
the  lessee  to  accept  or  reject  the  lease 
after  the  arbitrators  should  have  acted : 

Jffeldj  that  the  lessee's  obligation  to  take 
the  new  lease  became  perfect  as  soon 
as  he  gave  the  notice  binding  himself 
to  accept  another  lease  for  the  ftirther 
term.  (Fiany  agt.  I^trran^  54  Barb., 
529.) 

3.  That  the  moment  that  notice  was 
given,  the  obligation  of  the  lessor  to 
grant,  and  of  the  lessee  to  take,  the 
new  lease  became  perfect  and  mutual. 

(Id.) 

4.  That  the  appointment  of  arbitrators 
being  an  act  only  to  be  done  after 
notice  that  the  new  lease  was  to  be 
taken,  neither  party,  after  making  the 
appointment,  could  be  heard  to  assert 
that  the  notice  had  not  been  given. 
(Id.) 

5.  If,  in  such  a  case,  the  arbitration  hav- 
ing been  commenced,  falls  through,  by 
retison  of  the  inability  of  the  arbitrator 
to  complete  it,  and  the  failure  of  the 
parties  to  agree  upon  another  arbitrator, 
the  lessee  may  maintain  an  action  to 
compel  a  specific  performance  of  the 


agree?«ent  to  execute  a  new  lease,  at  a 
rent  to  be  settled  and  determined  upon 
a  refemce.    (Id.) 


LEVY. 

1.  To  make  a  valid  levy  upon  goods,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  property  should  be 
in  view  and  under  control  of  the 
officer ;  that  he  should  assert  such  con- 
trol either  by  removing  the  property, 
or  asserting  the  levy,  and  that  some 
memorandum  of  the  levy  riionld  be 
made  at  the  time.  {Band  agt.  WWett, 
1  jr«yM,  377). 

2.  The  leaving  of  the  goods  in  the  pos- 
session of  tne  debtor,  although  at  the 
risk  of  the  officer,  does  not  invalidate 
the  levy.    (Id.) 

S.  A  constable  levying  upon  the  interest  of 
the  defendant  in  execution,  in  property 
legally  held  by  a  ihird  party  in  virta'e 
of  an  existing  lien,  cannot  remove  the 
property  from  the  possession  of  such 
thira  party ;  and  if  he  does  so  he  will 
be  liable  therefor.  {Trudow  agt  PuA- 
Mosi,  1  JTeyei,  568.) 

LIBEL. 

1.  The  doctrine  of  libel  in  its  application 
to  literary  criticism,— ^sonsidered,  and 
several  points  of  evidence  applicable 
in  such  cases,— determined.  (Btad^ 
agt  SweetMWf  6  Abb.  Jf.  8.,  9*) 

LICENSK 

1.  A  parol  license  given  without  con- 
sideration, to  a  party  to  build  a  dam 
upon  the  land  of  tne  licenser  and  aeroes 
that  portion  of  a  stream  included 
within  his  boundaries,  is  not  an  equit- 
able estoppel  operating  by  way  of 
impediment  upon  the  licenser  and 
those  deriving  title  from  him.  (Bab- 
eoek  agt  Uttery  1  JTeyet,  115.) 

2.  Equity^  never  aids  in  subversion  of 
legal  rights ;  but  on  the  eontraiy  it 
always  assists  in  tneir  security  and 
preservation,  by  appropriate  remedies, 
and  in  furtherance  of  justice.    (Id.) 

3.  A  mere  verbal  license  to  do  an  act,  or 
a  series  of  acts,  upon  the  land  of  the 
licenser,  necessarily  excludes  the  ides 
of  a  contract  right  which  equity  might 
enforce.    (Id.) 

4.  The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  BetuhnfgL 
Kerr,  (14  S.  S  B.,  207,)  not  law  in  this 
state.    (Id). 

5.  A  parol  license  cannot  be  regarded  as 
a  grant  in  fee,  whenever  me  righti 
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made  that  one  person  ahall  pay  to  an- 
other a  certain  sam  of  money  on  the 
orgiantzation  of  a  certain  mannfactnring 
company,  and  all  the  formalities  of  an 
organisation,  with  proper  certificates 
made  and  siffned  by  tne  corporators, 
are  completea,  except  the  filing  of  the 
certificate  and  duplicate  as  required  by 
the  general  act,  an  action  broaght  to 
recover  snch  sam  of  money  is  prewta- 
twn,    (Id.) 

MARRIED  WOBIEN. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  married  v*omaii^ 
for  tretpats  committed  by  her  cattle 
npon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  her  hus- 
band need  not  be  jomed  as  a  party 
defendant  {Bowe  agt  Smithj  ante^  37.) 

2.  An  action  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  a  covenant  of  quiei  enioyment,  con- 
tained in  a  lease  execntea  by  a  person 
having  a  life-estate  in  the  premises, 
which  breach  was  occasioned  by  the 
death  of  the  life- tenant,  will  not  lie 
against  the  exeeutor  of  snch  life-tenant, 
and  the  remaindermen  jointly,  nor 
against  the  remaindermen  in  any  form, 
and  the  mere  fact,  that  the  remainder- 
men collected  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
lease  from  the  death  of  the  life-tenant 
np  to  the  time  of  the  final  partition  of 
the  premises,  in  an  action  instituted  for 
that  purpose,  cannot  be  construed  into 
an  adoption  and  ratification  of  such 
covenant  on  their  part  ( Codklty  agt. 
Chamberlain,  ante,  483.) 

3»  An  unexpired  lease  executed  by  a  per- 
son having  only  a  life-estate  in  the  de- 
mised premises,  becomes  void  and  ino- 
perative upon  the  death  of  the  life-ten- 
ant as  against  the  remaindermen,  and 
from  that  time  constitutes  no  further 
lien  or  incumbrance  upon  the  premises. 
No  tenure  and  no  relation  exists  be- 
tween remaindermen  and  the  tenant  of 
the  life- tenant    {Id,) 

4.  The  acts  of  1848  and  1849  did  not  con- 
fer any  greater  authority  upon  married 
women,  to  make  contracts  generally, 
than  previously  existed,  and  did  not 
remove  the  legal  incapacity  of  a  mar- 
ried woman,  to  enter  into  a  personal 
obligation)  nor  did  those  acts  authorize 
a  married  woman  to  charge  her  separate 
estate  for  a  debt  which  did  not  arise  in 
connection  wiUi  it,  or  which  was  not 
contracted  for  her  own  benefit  or  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  estate.   {Id.) 

5.  The  reported  cases  arising  under  theee 
acts  reviewed,  and  the  case  of  Kolls  agt 
Dc  Leyer^  (41  Barb.^  211,)  expUinM. 
(/d.) 

3.  Consequently  where  an  agreement  is    6.  Where  a   married   woman  having  • 
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claimed  thereunder  are  snch  as  cannot 
be  created  by  paroL  {Babeodt  agt 
Utlery  1  Keyet,  397.) 

6.  But  if  the  parol  license  be  accom- 
panied by  a  parol  grant  of  that  which 
IB  capable  of  oaseing  by  parol,  then  the 
license  may  oe  deemed  a  port  of  the 
grant    {Id.) 

7.  Thus,  a  parol  license  to  enter  npon  the 
land  of  toe  licenser,  to  sever  from  the 
freehold  and  take  certain  articles, 
might  be  good ;  but  if  such  license 
were  claimed  to  be  perpetual,  it  would 
not  be  good,  as  sucn  an  estate  cannot 
be  created  by  parol.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  one  enters  upon  land  and  holds 
under  a  license,  his  possession  is  not 
adverse,  and  no  presumption  arises 
from  such  holding.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  the  mortga^r,  being  in  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  mortgages  the 
same  without  using  the  word  **  ap- 
purtenances," his  entire  legal  estate  in 
tne  premises  is  included  in  the  mort* 
gage,  the  same  as  if  the  word  *'ap- 

.  purtenances"  had  been  used  in  the 
usual  manner.    {Id.) 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  Where  trustees  of  a  village,  who  were 
required  by  a  statute  to  raise  and  col- 
lect by  tax,  in  the  same  manner  as 
other  taxes  are  collected,  such  sums  as 
a  board  of  education  created  by  snch 
statute  should  deem  needful  in  order  to 
organize  and  carry  on  the  schools 
within  the  limits  of  said  village,  on 
being  duly  notified  by  snch  board  of 
its  determination  as  to  the  sum  needed 
for  the  purposes  expressed  in  the 
act,  refused  to  raise  the  same  by  tax : 

Seldj  that  they  could  be  compelled,  by 
mandamus,  to  do  so.  {The  People  ex 
rel.  The  Board  of  Education  of  Saratoga 
Springs  agt  Bennett^  54  Barb.^  480.) 

MANUFACTURING  COMPANIES. 

1.  The  organizaiion  of  a  mannfkcturing 
company,  under  the  general  law  of  the 
state,  is  not  effected  until  the  filing  of 
the  certificate  in  the  county  clerk's  office 
and  a  duplicate  thereof  with  the  secre- 
tary ot  state,  as  required  by  the  act 
{Oiilds  agt  SmiO,  anltj  328.) 

2.  When  a  statute  which  grants  a  power 
or  authority,  expressly  fixes  limits,  or 
declares  the  time  when  such  authority 
shall  be  exercised,  or  begin,  all  other 
time  is  excluded.    (Id.) 
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life-eBtat«  io  certain  premiBes  executed, 
prior  to  the  year  1866,  a  ten  years'  lease 
of  snch  premiifiea  with  a  covenant  con- 
tained therein,  that  on  payment  of  the 
rent  thereby  reserved  tne  lessee  may 
quietly  have  and  enjoy  the  said  prem- 
ises for  the  full  term,  and  thereupon 
died  before  the  expiration  of  the  term 
and  the  lessee  was  dispossessed  by  the 
remaindermen : 

Mdd  that  no  action  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  the  breach  of  such  covenant 
can  be  maintained  bv  the  lesAee  against 
the  executor  of  such  married  womad. 
{Id.) 

7.  Where  a  cause  of  action  soundiuf^  in 
tort  is  stated  in  the  complaint,  against 
a  married  woman,  her  husband  is  prop- 
erly joined  with  her  as  a  defendant  in 
the  action.  {Andernn  agt.  Hillf  53 
Barb.,  238,) 

8.  Where  by  mistake,  land  purchased  by 
a  married  woman,  is  conveyed  to  her 
husband,  instead  of  herself,  the  wife, 
in  an  action  brought  bv  her  against  the 
the  sheriff'  to  recover  tne  valne  of  hay 
and  cows  seised  bv  him  upon  execu- 
tion against  the  husband,  as  being  the 
property  of  the  latter,  may  prove  the 
mistake  in  the  deed,  and  that  it  was 
rectified  by  the  grantee  conveving  the 
farm  to  a  third  person  who  nas  con- 
veyed it  to  the  plaintiff.  (Oarrily  agt. 
ffaynes,  53  Barb,,  596.) 

9.  In  such  a  case,  after  the  mistake  is 
rectified,  the  wife  has  the  legal  as  well 
as  the  equitable  title  to  the  farm.  And 
although  previous  to  that  time  the  hus- 
band held  the  le^l  title,  by  virtue  of 
the  deed  to  him,  it  was  a  mere  naked 
title  without  interest,  and  one  upon 
which  a  judgment  against  him  could 
not  fasten  as  an  effective  lien.     [Id.) 

10.  The  wife,  as  the  owner  in  equity  of 
the  farm,  is  entitled  to  the  issues  and 
profits  thereof,  and  the  fact  that  her 
nnsband  resides  on  the  farm  with  her, 
and  assists  her  in  cutting  and  curing 
the  hay,  will  not  make  him  the  owner 
of  the  same.     {Id.) 

11.  The  cows  were  purchased  on  credit, 
and  a  note  given  for  the  price,  by  the 
wife  and  another  person,  which  was 
subsequently  paid  by  the  wife,  but 
not  until  aftor  the  sheriff  levied  on  the 
cows.  The  court  charged  the  jury, 
"if  the  cows  were  purchased  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff  and  as  her  pro- 
perty, and  for  her,  she  having  subse- 
quently paid  for  the  cows,  they  may 
have  IJeen  her  Keparate  propertv  and 
Bhe  entitled  to  recover  for  them  r 

Beldy  that  this  part  of  the  charge  was 
correct.    {Id.) 


12.  The  court  refused  to  charge  the  jury, 
"  that  as  to  the  cows,  if  the  note  given 
for  them  by  the  husband  and  another 
had  not  been  paid  at  the  time  of  the 
levy,  then  the  title  to  the  cows  was 
not  in  the  plaintiff;  there  being  no 
evidence  that  she  had  ever  promised 
to  pay  the  note  i" 

Held,  that  the  request  was  properly  re- 
fused. 

HtJd^  also,  that  if  there  was  any  doubt  as 
to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  mainttoiii 
the  action  for  the  levy  upon  the  cows 
and  hay,  yet  if  there  was  no  fraud  in 
the  case,  or  int<ention  to  defraud  the 
creditors  of  the  husband,  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  for  the  subse- 
quent sale  of  the  cows  and  hay,  was 
clear ;  she  then  being  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property,  and  having 
the  legal  as  well  as  the  equitable  title 
thereto,  as  against  her  husoand     {Id.) 

MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

1.  A  mechani4:'j  lien  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  under  the  act  of  1863,  ceoMt  afUr 
<m«year  from  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the 
notice  of  the  lien,  unless  by  an  order  of 
the  court  obtained  btjfort  the  expiration 
of  the  vear,  the  lien  is  continued,  and  a 
new  aocket  made  stating  such  fact. 
(Mathews  agt.  Daley ,  ante,  382.) 

2  The  effect  of  the  act  is  not  changed  or 
lUtered,  although  proceedings  may  have 
i>een  commencea  within  the  year  to 
enforce  or  foreclose  the  lien.  After  the 
lien  has  ceased  ipsofactOy  no  order  di- 
recting the  county  clerk  to  discharge  it 
is  necessary ;  and  if  it  was  necessary, 
the  court  nas  no  power  to  grant  it. 
{Id.) 

3.  One  who  is  made  a  defendant  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  mechanics'  lien  in 
which  all  the  equities  of  the  parties 
mi^ht  be  passed  upon,  need  not  file 
a  lien  to  protect  a  claim  of  his  own  on 
the  same  premises  and  arising  out  of 
the  same  transaction  ;  and  if  ne  does, 
the  two  actions  will  not  be  consolida- 
ted, but  the  second  may  be  dismissed  on 
the  motion  of  the  owner.  {Graff  SLgL 
Bosenburgh,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  428.) 

4.  Under  the  act  of  1863, — ^wbich  pro- 
vides that  mechanic's  liens  shall  cease 
after  one  ^'ear,  unless,  by  order  of 
court,  the  lien  is  continued,'— the  court 
cannot,  after  the  year  has  elapsed, 
grant  an  order  continuing  the  lien, 
nunc  pro  tune.  iPoertchke  agt.  Keden^ 
burg,  i  Abb.  y.  S.,  172.) 

5.  Whether  the  lien  is  lost  by  omitting 
to  procure  an  order  for  continoanco 
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within  the  year,  where  proceedings  to 
fereclose  are  commenced  within  the 
year, — query 'i    {Id.) 

6.  The  fair  coustrnction  of  the  mechan- 
ics' lien  law  {Z^ws  of  1851,  Ch.,  513 ; 
1855,  Oh.,  404.)  allows  the  secarity 
coniempleted  by  the  law  to  be  ob- 
tained, if  the  land  and  building  conld 
be  sold  to  enforce  a  judgment  in  an 
ordinarr  civil  action,  but  not  otherwise. 
{BrincJcerhoff  agt.  Bo<urd  of  ISductUion, 
6  Abb,  N.  A,  SS). 

7.  The  act  does  not  give  a  lien  anon  the 
property  of  a  city  corporation,  devoted 
to  public  use,  such  as  school  buildings 
under  the  control  of  the  Board  of  Edu- 
cation.   (Id,) 

MISNOMER. 

1.  Under  the  Code  of  Procedure,  the  only 
way  to  take  advantage  of  a  mere 
misnomer, — e.  g.,  the  bringing  of  an 
action  by  a  married  women  in  her 
maiden  name, — is  by  answer ;  if  not 
set  up  by  answer,  advantage  cannot 
be  taken  of  it  on  the  trial.  {'Iraver 
a>;t.  Hiffkth  Avame  M,  R.  Go.y  6  Abb. 
N.  8.,  46.) 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  the  grantee  of  lands  holds  the 
legal  estate  in  the  premises,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  conveyance  to  him 
which  wonld  give  notice  to  any  one 
that  he  holds  it  only  in  trust  for  anoth- 
er, there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  fore- 
closure and  sale  by  advertisement,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  of  a  mortgage, 
given  by  him  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  cestui  que  trast,  would 
vest  in  a  bona  fde  purchaser,  under 
the  foreclosure  sale,  without  notice  of 
the  trust,  a  title  which  would  cut  off 
the  equity  of  the  cestui  que  trust  al- 
though no  notice  of  the  proceedings 
were  served  on  him.  {Broum  agt 
Cherry f  antej  352.) 

2.  But  the  trustee  in  such  case  would  be 
liable  to  the  cestui  ^ue  trust  for  the  loss 
he  sustained  by  his  wrongful  act  in 
mortgaging  the  premises ;  and  it  would 
be  no  answer  to  such  alleged  liability 
that  he  supposed  he  was  acting  for  the 
cestui  que  trust  when  he  executed  the 
mortgage.    {Id.) 

3.  Therefore,  for  this  reason,  the  trustee 
has  such  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
question,  as  will  authorize  him  to  bring 
an  action,  in  his  own  name,  to  restrain 
the  foreclosure  of  such  mortgage. 
{Id,) 


4.  The  trustee  is  also  "a  trustee  of  an  ex- 
press trust"  and  can  sue  without  join- 
ing with  him  the  person  for  whose 
benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  (Code 
^  113).  For  he  not  only  held  the  legal 
title  to  the  land  in  his  own  name,  for  the 
benefit  of  another,  but  the  verv  niort- 
^affe  in  question  was  executed  l)y  him 
in  nis  own  name,  not  for  his  own  bene- 
fit, but  for  the  benefit,  as  he  supposed, 
of  his  cestui  que  trust,  .  (Id.) 

5.  The  Code  ($  113)  says,  that  "a  trustee 
of  an  express  trust,  within  the  meaning 
of  this  section,  shall  be  construed  to  in- 
clude a  person  with  whomy  or  in,  whose 
namSy  a  contract  is  made  for  Uie  benefit 
of  another."     {Id,) 

6.  It  is  error  to  dismiss  the  plaintiflT's 
complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  cestui 
que  trust  was  not  made  a  party.  It  is 
enough  that  he  was  entitled  to  cou*- 
mence  the  action  alone,  or  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  cestui  qye  trust.  If  he  has 
a  standing  in  court  in  either  way  upon 
the  pleadins^,  the  complaint  cannot 
be  dismisseoT    (Id.) 

7.  Wherever  a  conveyance  transferring 
an  estate  is  originally  intended  between 
the  parties  as  a  secarity  for  money,  or 
for  any  other  incumbrance,  whether 
this  intention  appears  from  the  same 
instrument  or  any  other,  it  is  always 
considered  in  equity  as  a  mortgage, 
and  consequently  is  redeemable  upon 
the  performance  of  the  conditions  or 
stipulations  contained.  (Elliott  agt. 
Wood,  53  Barb.,  285,) 

8.  A  mortgagee  of  propertv,  authorized  by 
the  mortgti^e  to  sell  tne  property,  at 
public  auction,  and  to  become  a  pur- 
chaser of  it  at  the  sale,  is  not  in  that 
peculiar  confidential  relation  to  the 
mortgagor  which  the  law  regards  as  a 
fiduciary  relation ,  such  as  that  of  guard- 
ian and  ward,  attorney  and  client,  or 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  (Id.) 

9.  As  usurious  contracts  are  no»  abso- 
lutely void,  but  are  capable  of  being 
treated  as  valid,  by  the  borrower,  if 
the  mortgagor  allows  the  property  to 
be  sold  under  a  foreclosure,  without 
taking  the  necessary  means  to  avoid 
the  mortgage,  an  innocent  purchaser 
cannot  be  idTected  by  any  usury  in  the 
loan.    (Id,) 

10.  An  agreement  by  a  creditor  to  accept 
a  larger  sum  than  that  secured  by  his 
mortguge,  and  discharge  the  lien  btfort 
the  cM>t  is  due  by  the  terms  of  the  mort' 
gaae,  is  founded  upon  a  valid  con- 
sideration. (Scott  agt.  FrvnJc,  53  Barb.. 
533). 

11.  A  person  standing  in  the  position  of 
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agent  of  both  partiea  cannot  ezecate  a 
mortgage  as  toe  attorney  of  the  one, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  other.  (Oreenr 
wood  agt  Spring^  54  Barb.f  375.) 

12.  S..  being  indebted  to  the  pluntiff, 
the  latter  applied  to  him  personally  for 
a  mortgage  on  certain  land,  ae  secnrity 
for  the  debt.  S.  retnsed  to  give  it. 
The  plaintiiT  then  telegraphed  to  A., 
to  attach  S.*i  property  for  the  debt. 
A.  at  the  time  helcf  a  power  of  attorney 
fiom  S.  &.  K.,  authorizing  him  to  lease, 
mortffogef  sell  and  convey  any  lands  or 
tenements,  dtc,  that  they  or  either  of 
them  had,  or  that  they  should  after- 
wards become  possesned  of.  within  the 
state  of  New  xork ;  to  make,  execute 
and  deliver  contracts,  deeds,  dc«. ;  and 
to  collect  and  receive  all  debts,  dues, 
dtc  Instead  of  attaching  the  property 
of  8.,  as  directed  by  the  plaiiititi',  A., 
as  attorney  in  fact  for  S.,  executed  a 
mortga^  vL2pn  the  property  of  S.,  tc 
the  plamtiff.  for  the  amount  of  his 
debt,  and  delivered  it  to  his  law  part* 
ner,  for  the  plaintiff,  who  afterwards 
accepted  it : 

Seldj  that  A.,  being,  by  the  telegram, 
constituted  the  agent  and  attorney  of 
the  plaintiff  for  collecting  or  secnrinff 
the  particnlitf  debt  against  S.,  coula 
not,  as  the  attorney  in  fact  of  8.,  exe- 
cute a  mortgage  upon  S.'s  laud,  to 
secure  the  payment  of  such  debt. 
And  that  the  mortgM;e  was  voidable, 
and  must  be  declared  a  nullity,  unless 
S.,  was  to  be  deemed,  by  this  delay,  to 
have  waived  that  defense : 

Held,  aUo,  that  a  delay  of  one  year,  in 
setting  up  the  defense,  by  S.,  when  it 
was  interposed  to  an  action  of  fore- 
closure, brought  by  the  mortgagee, 
was  not  an  unreasonable  delay ;  more 
especially  as  the  plaintiff  parted  with 
no  new  consideration,  and  there  whs 
no  evidence  in  the  case  from  which  the 
court  could  infer  that  he  had  lost  any 
rights,  security,  benefit  or  advantage : 

Seld,  furtker,  that  the  power  to  A.,  did 
not  authorize  him  to  execute  a  mort- 
g^ws  as  secnritv  for  a  debt  or  liability 
of  nis  principal  then  existing.     {Id.) 


13.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  honajide 
holder  for  value;  no  new  considera- 
tion being  parted  with,  by  him,  as  a  con- 
dition for  the  mortgage,  nor  any  an- 
tecedent debt  disciiarged.  That  it  was 
simply  given  as  security  for  a  prior 
indebtedness ;  and  tluit,  too,  after  a  re- 
fusal by  the  principal.     (Id.) 

14.  That  he  held  his  mortgage  as  a  secu- 
rity for  an  antecedent  aebt,  and  took 
it  with  full  knowledge,  as  the  law 
presumes,  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 


the  po^er  under  which  the  agent  who 
madfe  it  assumed  to  act;  and  being 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  power,  it  was 
void,  and  could  not  be  enforced.    {Id.) 

15.  If  purchasers  of  land  from  a  mort- 
gagor have  a  right,  as  against  the 
mortgagor,  to  have  their  land  dis- 
charged from  the  lien  of  the  mortgage, 
at  the  time  of  its  transfer  to  an  assignee, 
such  riffbt  is  equally  available  aa 
against  the  assignee ;  uie  latter  taking 
the  mortgage  subject  to  all  defenses 
that  existed  against  it  in  the  hands  of 
the  mortgagee.    (Siee  agu  Dewty^  54 

16.  Parcels  of  land  covered  by  a  mort- 
gage and  originally  subject  thereto, 
wm  so  continue,  unless  by  some  act 
of  the  mortgagee  they  are  discharKed. 
Whether  the  mortga^;ee  considers  them 
subject  to  the  lien  is  immaterial,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  it  may  be  evidence  of 
some  agreement,  act  or  omission  on  his 
part,  discharging  the  lien.    {Id). 

17.  A  mortgagor  has  the  right  to  sell  the 
mortgaged  premises,  in  such  parcels  as 
he  chooses  I  and  knowledge  by  the 
mortgagee  tnat  he  is  making  such  sales 
and  receiving  the  consideration  there- 
for, will  not  discharge  the  lands  sold 
from  the  lien  of  the  mortgage.   (Id.) 

18.  When  a  mortgagee  causes  his  mort- 
gage to  be  recoraed,  he  has  done  all 
mat  is  required  of  him,  to  preserve  his 
lien ;  and  all  persons  purcnasing  from 
the  mortgagor,  subsnquently,  are 
bound,  at  tneir  peril,  to  investigate  the 
title  and  take  notice  of  the  mortgage. 
If  they  neglect  to  do  this,  neither  law 
nor  equity  can  relieve  them  from  the 
consequences  of  the  omission.    {Id.) 

19.  A  finding,  by  a  referee,  that  sales  of 
land  by  a  mortgagor  were  made  and 
the  consideration  therefor  received  by 
him.  with  the  content  of  the  mortgagee, 
implies  something  more  than  the  mere 
non-action  of  the  latter  to  prevent  the 
sales.  It  implies  that  the  mortgagee 
had  entered  into  some  agreement  re- 
specting his  lien,  whereby  the  lands 

f>nrchased  were  discharged  from  the 
ien.    {Id.) 

SO.  A  declaration,  by  the  assignee  of  a 
mortgage,  that  he  did  not  suppose, 
when  ne  purchased  the  mortgage, 
that  it  was  a  lien  upon  lots  previously 
sold  by  the  mortgagor,  is  of  no  con- 
sequence, except  as  tending  to  show  an 
agreement,  or  act,  of  the  mortgagee, 
discharging  the  mortgage,     (/d.) 

31.  8o  as  to  a  promise  by  him  that  he 
will  release  one  of  the  parcels  of  land 
conveyed  by  the  mortgagor;  and  a 
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declAration  that  the  mortgagor's  deed 
woald  be  good,  and  that  lie  (the  ba- 
signee)  is  ffoing  to  release  several  lots, 
and  will  nave  it  all  done  at  once; 
sach  declaration  bein^  only  evidence 
from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  the 
mortoagee,  or  his  assignee,  has  agreed 
to  release  the  lots ;  provided  sach  in- 
ference is  warranted  by  the  other  evi- 
dence in  the  case.    (Id). 

HSL  Knowledge  by  a  mortgagee  of  sales 
of  land  miule  by  the  mortgagor  will 
not  estop  him  from  asserting  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage ;  neither  will  it  estop 
his  assignee.    {Id,) 

53.  A  parol  arrangement  between  mort- 
gagor and  mor^agee,  by  which  the 
zormer  is  to  execute  a  new  bond  and 
morteEige  to  the  latter,  leaving  oat  the 
parcels  of  land  sold  by  the  mortgagor, 
IS  a  mere  verbal  contract  in  regard  to 
an  interest  in  real  estate ;  and  being 
based  apon  no  consideration,  and  in  no 
nart  performed,  is  wholly  nugatory,  so 
lar  as  the  parties  thereto  are  con- 
cerned, and  cannot  aid  purchasers  from 
the  mortgagor,  if  not  communicated  to 
and  acted  apon  by  them.    (Id,) 

54.  Knowledge,  by  the  assignee  of  a 
mortgage,  that  purchasers  from  the 
mortgagor  are  making  improvements 
upon  the  lots  conveyed  to  them,  will 
not  estop  him  from  asserting  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage  thereon.  He  has  a 
right  to  presume  that  such  purchasers 
have  examined  the  records  and  know 
of  the  mort^^age,  and  have  obtained 
security  satisfactory  to  themselves, 
against  the  lien.     {Id.) 

25.  No  case  can  be  found,  holding  that  a 
mortgagee  whotte  mortgage  is  duly  re- 
corded loses  any  right  by  neglecting  to 
give  persoufid  notice  of  such  mortgage, 
to  a  purchaser  from  -the  mortgagor. 
{Id,) 

26.  When  lands  sold  and  conveyed  by  a 
mortgagor  are  charged  with  the  mort- 
gage debt,  improvements  that  con- 
stitute a  part  of  the  realty,  irrespective 
of  tJie  question  by  whom  made,  are 
equally  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage as  the  land  apon  which  they  are 
made.    (Id) 

27.  The  conveyance  of  mortgaged  prenl- 
ises  subject  to  the  mortgage  thereon, 
does  not  make  the  grantee  of  such 
premises  personally  liable  to  discharge 
the  mortgage.  {Bintse  agt.  PaioCf  1 
Keyetj  87.) 

28.  In  equity,  the  question  of  mortgage 
is  one  of  intention  of  the  parties.   (Id.) 

29.  It  seems  that  a  clause  in  a  contract 


providing  that  in  case  any  dispute  arise 
the  same  shall  be  settled  by  arbitrators, 
is  no  bar  to  an  action  npon  such  con- 
tract   (Id.) 

30.  A  trustee  receiving  his  commission 
cannot  charge  in  addition  a  counsel  fee 
for  himself  although  he  be  a  lawyer. 
{Id) 

31.  A  mortgage  is  an  executed  conditional 
transfer  of  the  estate  mortgaged.  In 
judgment  of  law, any  conveyance  which 
would  be  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to 
the  purchaser,  conveys  it  to  the  mort- 
gagee.    {Bucilin  agt.  Buchlin^  1  Keyu, 

32.  The  assignee  of  a  mortgage  rakes 
subject  to  all  the  equities  of  the  debtor 
as  affainst  the  assignor;  and  -any  de- 
mand which  the  debtor  might  apply  or 
set  off  as  against  the  assignor,  may  be 
so  applied  or  set  off  as  against  the 
the  assignee.     {Hartley  agt   Tatham^ 

1  KeyeSyliaSl.) 

* 

33.  A  tender  of  what  is  due  upon  a  mort- 
gage— and  if  proceedings  have  been 
commenced  to  loreclose  the  mortgage — 
of  the  costs  accrued  up  to  the  time  of 
making  the  tender,  extinguishes  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage.     (Id) 

34.  Where  a  party  wishing  to  pnrchase 
chattel  property  which  is  mortgaged, 
pays  to  the  mortgagee  a  part  of  the 
consideration  of  the  purchase,  upon  an 
nnderstanding  that  tne  chattel  snail  be 
released,  and  the  mortgagee  wtU  look 
lo  the  mortgag[or  for  the  oalance,  such 
transaction  is  in  itself  a  release  of  the 
mortgage.  (Bickoson  agt.  Boeder,  1 
ETeyes,  492.) 

35.  W.  mortgaged  to  M.  &  Co.  certain 
personal  property,  including  manufac- 
tured iron,  in  the  usual  form,  to  wit, 
a  sale  with  condition  that  the  same 
should  be  void  on  payment  of  certain 
promissory  notes.  In  default  of  sach 
payment  the  mortgagees  were  em- 
powered to  enter  on  the  premises  and 
take  the  mortgaged  property  away  and 
sell  it ;  until  such  entry  and  demand, 
W.  to  remain  in  possession,  but  only 
as  agent  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
mortgagees: 

ffeld,  that  title  was  in  the  mortgagees, 
M.  Sc  Co.,  after  default,  and  the  sheriff, 
under  an  execution  against  W.,  was  a 
trespasser  in  levying  upon  and  taking 
such  property  into  nis  possession. 
(Farmers*  Bank  of  Washington  County 
agt  Covany  2  KeyeSj  217.) 

35.  The  possession  by  W  ,  under  the 
terms  of  the  mortgage  cited  above, 
was  the  possession  of  M.  &  Co.    (Id) 
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36ih'Plaintiflr  and  her  husband  came  from 
Oermany  in  18^17,  and  brought  with 
them  over  $1,000,  the  proreeds  of  a 
hooae  and  lot  sold  in  Chsrikiany.  One 
Stengel  seems  to  have  had  an  interest 
in  the  money,  and  they  were  to  sap- 
port  him,  and  he  came  with  them  to 
this  country.  One  Schmidt,  some 
tivelve  years  before  the  trial,  mar- 
ried their  daughter,  and  aboat  the  time 
of  the  marriage  thejr  let  him  have  $500, 
he  agreeing  at  the  time  of  receiving  it 
to  support  and  take  care  of  the  plaintiff, 
her  nusband  and  Stengel.  Plaintiff 
finally  asked  him,  aa  he  was  getting 
along  poorly,  for  the  chattel  mortgage 
in  oucstion,  a  mortgage  on  five  cows 
for  $300,  and  he  gave  it  to  her,  and  at 
the  time  she  gave  him  $10 : 

Beld,  a  good  mortgage  to  her,  tht.  inry 
having  found  it  to  have  been  made  in 
good  faith  for  her  security,  for  though 
a  wife,  and  though  her  husband  was 
bound  to  support  her,  she  had  certain- 
ly an  interest  iu  being  supftorted.  -The 
husband  bad  made  a  provision  for  her 
support,  and  Schmidt,  under  his  obli- 
gation to  support  her,  had  gpven  her 
some  security  for  such  support. 
(Wolfe  agt.  S<>roggt,  2  Keyut,  491.) 

37.  Where  a  mortgagor  of  personal  chat- 
tels is  made  the  agent  of  the  mort- 
gagee, and  is  intrusted  with  the  man- 
agement and  sale  of  ihe  property  for 
the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee,  subject  at 
all  times  to  the  direction  and  control 
of  the  mortgagee  in  respect  to  such 
property,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury 
to  determine  whether  the  trauBnction 
is  a  fraud  as  to  creditors.  (Ostrander 
agt  i%y,  2  Keyet,  586. ) 


MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

• 

1.  The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  a  judge 
granting  an  order  in  an  action,  can  6t 
his  own  motion,  or  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  party  aggrieved,  vacate  the 
order  complained  of.  (National  Otu- 
lufM  Co.  SLgi.  O'Brien,  anU,  271.) 

22.  A  suit  in  equity,  and  an  injuiiction 
granted,  restraining  the  defendants, 
who  are  perfectly  solvent,  from  taking 
possession  of  pei'fional  propeKy.  to 
which  they  are  entitled  to  the  cus'todv, 
will  be  disBolved,  upon  ex  parte  u&- 
davits.    (Id.) 

S.  An  appellant  moving  to  vacat-e  the 
order  from  which  he  has  apiiealed,  is 
not  to  be  required  to  witharaw  his 
appeal  meaiiwliile.  {Brhnont  agt. 
ixie  R.  R.  Company^  6  Abb..,  N.  8., 
442.) 


4.  A  motion  should  not  be  denied  merdy 
on  the  ground  that  a  motion  of  the 
same  nature  has  already  been  made 
and  denied,  if  new  facta  are  proven  on 
the  second  motion,  such  tm  would  be 
ground  for  giving  leave  to  renew. 
(ButtMagt.  Burnett,  6  AU>.,  N.  8.  902.) 

5.  An  order  reoniring  a  husband  who  is 
plaintiff  iu  a  divorce  suit,  to  pay  coun- 
sel fee  and  allowance  to  the  wife,  may 
be  enforced  by  the  court  bv  allowinj^ 
aprecept  to  issue  therefor.  [Ward  agt. 
Ward^6  Abb.,  If.  8,79.) 

6.  In  case  of  any  doubt  as  to  the  plain- 
tiff's means,  the  application  for  a  pre- 
cept may  be  allowed  to  stand  over  with 
a  stay  a  of  proceedings,  n^ion  the  plain- 
tiff's'p&ying  a  proper  pan  of  the  sum 
reanirea,  and  a  reference  being  direc- 
ted to  ascertain  his  means.    (Id.) 


MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS 

1.  A  municipal  cor|)oration,  like  any 
other,  may  enter  into  any  contract 
within  the  object  for  which  the  cor- 
poration was  created,  exrepi  where  it 
18  restrained  by  some  legal  enactment, 
and  except  so  far  as  its  mntmcts  may 
be  subject  neverthelei^s  tx>  tis  future 
exercise  of  its  legi^«!^ltive  aiithoritv. 
{Pullman  agt.  The  Xaifor  t^c.  of  tke 
city  of  New  York,  54  Barb.,  WX) 

2.  Where  the  board  of  trnsteej*  of  an  in- 
corporated village  consisted  of  six 
members,  three  of  whom  voted  to  ruse 
by  lax  a  sum  of  money  required  by 
statute  to  be  raised,  an(i  three  voted 
against  the  raising  of  the  same : 

Held,  that  this  act  of  the  board  was,  in 
lej^l  effect,  a  refusal  to  raise  the  re- 
quired sum,  for  the  reason  that  a 
majoritv  did  not  vote  in  favor  of  the 
requisition.  {The  People  ex  rel.  Th% 
Board  ofEdKcation  of  Saratoga  Springs 
agt  Bennett,  54  Barb.,  480.) 

3.  By  an  act  of  the  legislature,  the 
trustees  of  a  village  were  authorized 
and  directed  to  issue  the  bonds  of  the 
village,  executed  by  them,  and  signed 
by  the  president  of  uit  village,  to  a  spe- 
cified amount,  bearing  an  interest  not 

0  exceeding  seven  per  cent  per  annu  n, 
which  bonds  were  to  be  payable  with- 
in thirty  ye«n»,  the  interest  to  be  paid 
semi-annually ;  and  the  avails  of  such 
bonds  were  to  be  used  for  the  purpoMi 
of  supplying  the  village  with  water- 
A  form  of  bond  having  been  adopted 
by  the  trustees,  they  resolved  to  pro- 
ceed, and  execute  and  deliver  to  the 
commissioners  of  construction,  bonds 
of    different    denominations,    lo    the 
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amomit  of  fSS^OOO.  Bonds  so  prepared, 
with  interest  coupons  attached,  in  the 
form  required  by  the  act,  having  been 
signed  by  the  trustees,  were  presented 
to  the  defendant,  who  was  president 
of  said  village,  for  hid  signature,  who 
refused  to  sign  such  bonds  and  coupons: 

Held^  that  a  mandamus  would  lie  to  com- 
pel the  defendant  to  siffn  said  bonds 
and  the  connons  attached.  ( The  PeopU 
ex  reL  Bdwom  agt  WhiUj  54  Barb., 
622.) 

4.  One  who  accepts  an  ofBce  under  a 
village  charter,  in  which  there  is  a 
reeervation  of  the  right  to  amend, 
takes  the  office  and  becomes  liable  to 
perform  all  its  duties,  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  legislature  to  amend  the 
charter  by  imposing  new  duties  upon 
the  incumbent,    {la.) 

5.  And  although  he  is  nnder  no  com- 
pulsion  to  continue  to  hold  the  office, 
with  its  additional  duties,  yet  his  con- 
tinuance therein  after  the  imposition 
of  new  duties,  by  an  amendntory  act, 
subjects  him  to  the  liability  to  perform 
them,  and  estops  him  from  refusing 
to  perform  the  duties  thus  imposed. 
{Id.) 

6.  His  performance  of  the  duties  of  the 
office,  after  the  going  into  effect  of  the 
^ew  act,  is  an  implied  acceptance  of  the 
office  with  its  new  duties.     {Id. ) 

7.  Where  by  law  it  is  made  the  duty  of  a 
municipal  corporation  to  pay  to  the 
owners  of  lands  appropriated' tor  pub- 
lic purposes,  the  amount  due  for  the 
same,  within  one  year  after  the  same 
shall  be  ascertained  on  the  report  of 
commissioners  appointed  for  that  pur- 
pose, an  action  will  lie  acrainst  such 
corporation  for  such  amount  after  the 
same  becomes  due  and  payable.  {Gan- 
ton  agt.  City  of  Buffalo ,  1  'Keyes,  454.) 

8.  It  teems,  that  if  the  fund  out  of  which 
such  amount  to  be  paid  is  to  be  raised 
by  an  assessment  to  be  made  by  the 
corporation  for  that  purpose,  an3  the 
corporation  neglect  or  refuse  to  make 
sucD  assessment,  that  mandamus  would 

.  be  the  proper  remedy.     (Id.) 

9.  Where,  by  the  charter,  the  sums 
awarded  for  damages  are  not  declared 
to  he  a  debt  against  the  cit^,  or  when 
it  is  not  made  the  duty  of  the  city  to 
pay  the  same,  the  only  obligation  rest- 
ing upon  the  corporation  is  to  put  the 
necessary  machinery  in  motion  accord- 
ing to  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

{rd.) 

10.  Where  a  municipal  corporation, 
through  its  authorized  agents,  the  com- 


mon council,  enters  into  a  contract 
with  an  individual,  requiring  on  its 
part  the  payment  of  moneys  (which 
the  common  council  have  power  to 
collect  l^  assessment  upon  property  to 
be  benefited  by  the  execution  of  the 
contract],  an  action  will  lie  against  the 
corporation  for  moneys  due  upon  such 
contract,  through  the  default  of  the 
common  council  to  enforce  the  collection 
of  such  assessment.  {Baldwin  agt.  City 
of  OnvegOj  2  Keyes,  J  32.) 

11.  But  otherwise,  if  the  contractor 
agrees  to  receive  payment,  specifically 
from  the  moneys  to  be  assessed  and 
collected  upon  the  benefited  property. 
(5iHJ  19  i\r.  T:,  326.    Id.) 

NE  EXEAT. 

1.  Section  468  and  471  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure  continue  the  writ  of  ne  exeat 
and  the  ix>wer  to  issue  it,  as  a  statutory 
remedy,  in  the  eitpreme  court.  {Breck 
agt.  Smith,  54  Barb,,  212.) 

2.  Where  a  defendant  does  not  move  to 
vacate  an  order  for  a  w«  exeai,  on  the 
ground  that  he  is  in  custody  under  the 
writ,  but  as  having  been  discharged 
from  custody  on  giving  bail  or  security 
to  thQ  sheriff;  and  in  this  notice  of 
motion  he  does  not  ask  to  have  the* 
bail-bond  or  undertaking  given  up  to 
be  canceled,  it  is  not  erroneous  for  the 
court  to  deny  the  motion  ;  as  the  writ 
can  do  him  no  harm,  if  he  does  not  iii' 
tend  to  leave  the  jurisdiction.    (Id.) 

3.  Although  the  codifiers  may  have  in- 
tended to  abolish  the  writ  of  Tie  exeats 
it  seems  they  did  not  succeed  in  doing 
so.    (Id,) 

NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  compa- 
ny, by  administrators,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  death  of  their  intestate, 
caused  by  the  alleged  wrongful  act, 
neglect,  &c.,  of  the  defendant,  the 
juage  charged  the  jur^  that  persons  ap- 

E reaching  a  railroad  in  plain  sight  are 
oimd  to  look  and  see  if  any  train  is 
coming ;  that  if  they  look  up  and  down 
the  road  as  men  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  do  in  traveling  near  a  railroad, 
and  are  not  negligent,  the  plaintiffs,  in 
an  action  against  a  railroad  company, 
for  damages,  are  entitled  to  recover,  if 
the  persons  m  charge  of  the  railroad 
were  negligent: 

Held,  that  this  was  a  correct  statement 
of  the  rule  in  respect  to  the  conduct  of 
aplaintiff,  in  such  cases.  {Hat^ens  agt. 
Iirie  MaUway  Company  53  Barb.  3^.) 
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S.  It  Lb  not  a  question  of  law  how  far  a 
man  should  look,  in  such  a  case,  bnt  he 
must  ase  his  eyes  and  his  eam,  in  view 
of  the  circamstancas,  as  men  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  woald  do  in  like  cases. 
And  tnis  mle  is  one  for  the  jury  to  ap* 
ply.    {Id.) 

3.  It  is  not  error  for  a  judge  to  refnse  to 
charge  that  '*it  matters  not  whether 
the  bell' was  rung  the  distance  of  eighty 
rods,  if  it  was  rung  feir  enough  from 
the  crossing  to  warn  passers  hj.  '* 
The  statute  naving  pro viaed  that  this — 
'*  far  enough  to  warn  passers  by  " — shall 
be  eighty  rods,  the  jury  have  no  right 
to  change  the  mle  as  thus  fixed    (Id.) 

4.  If  a  ferry  company,  at  the  very  thresh- 
hold  of  its  gate,  places  a  log,  against 
which  its  passengers  would  be  in  dan- 
ger of  stumbling  m  the  dark,  it  is  bound 
to  do  every  thing  in  its  power  to  guard 
against  the  danger.  If  it  omits  to  place 
a  light  near  the  obstruction,  for  the 
protection  of  pHSseugers  upon  its  boats, 
It  is  guilty  of  negligence.  lOtbom  agt. 
Union  Ferry  Company  53  Barb.j  629.) 

5.  The  ordinaiT  rule  that  a  master  is,  in 
ail  cases,  liable  for  the  negligence  of 
his  servant,  does  not,  unqualifiedly, 
apply  to  injuries  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  contractor,  or  his  employ- 

•  ees.  T^Bt  where  the  oontraolor  has 
stipulated  to  use,  the  necessary  pre- 
cautionary measures  to  protect  the  pub- 
lic against  accidents,  the  owner  or  em- 
ployer is  relieved  from  responsibility. 

\ld.) 

» 

6.  In  the  exercise  of  his  lawful  rights, 
every  man  has  a  right  to  act  on  the 
belief  that  every  other  person  will 
perform  his  duty  and  obey  the  law ; 
and  it  is  not  negligence  to  assume  that 
he  is  not  exposed  to  a  danger  which 
can  only  come  to  him  through  a  disre- 
gard o? law  on  the  part  of  some  other 
person.  [Jetter  agt.  If.  T.  S  H,  B.  R, 
Co.,2Keye»,  154.) 

7.  At  a  regimental  parade  for  military 
exercise  and  review,  where  a  part  of 
the  exercise  was  to  fire  with  blank 
cartridges,  one  of  the  spectators,  sta- 
tioned outside  of  the  pickets,  in  front  of 
the  regimental  line,  and  distant  about 
three  nundred  and  fifty  feet,  was  hit 
and  severely  wounded  \y  a  bull  from 
one  of  the  discharged  pieces  :  Upon 
an  acUou  for  damages,  against  the 
colonel  of  the  regiment  who  gave  the 
ordei  to  fire,  he  was  held  liable  for 
any  possible  negligence  on  his  part  by 
reason  of  which  such  accident  conld 
occur.  {CastU  agt.  Duryea,  ^  Keyes, 
169.) 

8.  The  particular  negligence  in  this  case 


would  seem  to  have  consisted  in  firing 
at  all  towards  a  crowd  of  people  within 
mn^ket  range,  where  it  could  not  be 
positively  Jmown  that  no  one  musket  in 
the  whole  regiment  contained  any- 
thing more  than  a  blank  cartridge. 
[Id.) 

9.  For  discussion  of  the  question,  not 
passed  upon  by  tlie  court,  whether  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  in  damages 
for  the  accident,  whatever  precautions 
he  may  have  taken  to  prevent  it,  see 
opinion.    (Id. ) 

10.  Though  the  language  of  a  stock  cer- 
tificate may  be  such  as  to  put  the 
transferee  on  inquiry,  be  is  not  charge- 
able with  negligence,  if  he  makes  in- 
auirv  of  the  assignor,  who,  knowinji: 
tne  truth,  deceives  him.  (JoknMm  agt. 
HaUt&m,  2  Keyei,  476.) 

NEGOTIABLE  PAPER 

1.  Parties  to  protested  negotiable  paper 
may,  by  special  agreement,  provide  for 
taking  up  such  paper,  without  altering 
the  status  of  their  legal  rights  in  re- 
spect to  each  other.  {FreeUind  agt. 
Van  Campen^  1  Keyet.  39.^ 

2.  The  mere  fact  of  indorsement  of  nego- 
tiable paper  gives  no  right  of  action 
against  tne  indorser.  His  contract  is 
conditional,  and  depends  on  facts  out- 
side the  written  instrumeut.  yConJtltn^ 
agt.  Oandally  1  Keyes,  228.) 

3.  His  promise  to  pay  is  conditioned  that 
the  holder  shall  present  the  note  for 
payment;  and  if  the  payment  is  re- 
fnsed,  notice  shall  be  given  to  him  at 
the  time  and  in  the  manner  required  hj 
law.    {Id.) 

4.  Facts  necessary  to  be  proved  to  sns- 
t€un  an  action  must  be  stated  in  the 
complaint  as  giving  a  cause  of  action. 
(Id.) 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  A  new  trial  will  be  gjranted  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases,  where  it  is  moved  for  in 
time. 

1.  [f  evidence  material  to  the  verdictk 
during  the  pronesa  of  the  trial,  was 
either  improperly  received  or  rejected. 

2.  If  the  judge  has  misdirected  the 
jury,  or  omitted  to  direct  them  at  all, 
on  some  point  of  law  material  and  reUi 
tive  to  the  case. 

3.  Where  the  judjyre  is  disqualified  by 
reason  of  pecuniary  interest  in  the  sah- 
ject  matter  before  the  court 

4.  If  the  successful  party,  or   any 
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officer  of  the  court,  or  the  jury  ha^e 
been  guilty  of  groes  miaoondaet 

5.  If  a  miBtake  has  been  made  in 
entering  the  verdict. 

6.  If  the  damages  awarded  are  glar- 
ingly excessive  or  palpably  insufficient^ 

7.  Where  it  is  made  out  that  the  ver- 
dict was  by  sarprise,  or  that  new  mate- 
rial evidence  has  been  discovered  snb« 
sequent  to  the  trial. 

8.  Where  the  verdict  was  procured 
by  fraud,  perjury  or  conspiracy. 

9.  Where  the  verdict  is  manifestly 
against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

10.  Generally,  upon  satisfying  the 
court  that  there  has  been  a  miscarriage 
of  justice. 

1 1.  Cases  of  false  Verdicts,  without 
corruption  or  bad  intentions  of  the 
luries — thev  may  have  heard  too  much 
of  the  case  Defore  the  trial,  and  imbibed 
prejudices,  without  knowing  it. 

J 2.  Where  the  case  may  be  intricate 
and  the  inry  have  been  so  long  en 
ffag[ed  in  it,  H8  to  distract  und  confound 
tneir- attention.  Most  generally  ver- 
dicts include  legal  consequences  as  well 
as  propositions  of  fact,  and  in  drawing 
inferences  from  facts,  the  jury  may 
mistake  and  infer  directly  contrary  to 
law.    (Meyer  agt.  Fiegelj  ante,  424.) 

2.  In  this  case,  a  new  trial  was  denied  on 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  which  was 
claimed  to  be  newly  discovered,  was 
.not  in  fact  newly  discovered,  because, 
let,  the  source  of  it  was  known  in  the 
transaction  from  ihe  start,  and  during 
the  two  former  trials ;  and,  2d,  the  evi- 
dence thus  sought,  if  given,  would  be 
entirely  immateriaL     (id.) 

}.  Where  the  general  term  of  this  court, 
on  a  regular  call  of  a  cause  on  the  cal- 
endar, take  a  etUmisnon  of  the  cause 
for  decision,  from  the  plain ti?'s  attor- 
ney— he  declining  to  take  the  default 
of  the  defendant,  his  attomejr  not  ap- 
pearing, and  order  that  the  oefendanrs 
attorney  have  notice  of  such  submiss- 
ion, ana  permission  to  submit  his  points, 
which  submission  is  not  made  oy  the 
defendant  during  the  term,  although 
regularly  notified  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  in  pursuance  of  such  order ; 
a  subsequent  general  term  of  the  court, 
cannot,  by  calling  such  submission  a 
default,  and  on  motion  of  the  defen- 
dant, set  aside  such  submission,  and 
grant  an  order  for  a  ne^r  trial.  [Bolles 
agt  Dnft  ante^  492.) 

4  It  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  justices,  to 
whom  the  cause  was  submitted,  not- 
withstanding the  orders  of  the  subse- 


quent general  term,  to  decide  and  dis- 
pose of  the  cause.    (Id.) 

5.  Evidence  discovered  by  and  within 
reach  of  a  party,  after  the  close  of  the 
evidence,  but  l>efore  the  completion  of 
the  trial  and  the  submission  of  tbe  case 
to  the  jury,  is  not  newly  discovered 
evidence,  on  account  of  which  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted  at  special  term. 
(Dodge  agt.  New  York  db  Washington 
Steamship  Co.,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  451.) 

5.  In  such  case  the  partv  must  proceed 
hj  motion  before  the  nnal  determina- 
tion of  the  trial,  for  permission  to  in- 
troduce such  evidence ;  and  if  the 
justice  presiding  at  the  trial,  upon  the 
objection  of  the  other  side,  refuses  to 
give  such  permission,  the  question 
whether  such  refasal  constitutes  error, 
for  which  a  new  trial  will  be  granted, 
is  to  be  tested  by  the  same  rules  which 
it  would  be  necessary  to  apply  in  the 
decision  of  a  motion  for  u  new  trial 
upon  the  ground  of  the  discovery  of 
the  same  evidence  since  the  trial,  if 
snch  was  the  fact.    (Id.) 

NEW   TORK    CITY. 

1.  An  injunction  will  not  be  issued  to 
restrain  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
New  York  from  entering  into  a  con- 
tract, where  there  is  no  valid  statute 
preventing  the  making  of  snch  con- 
tract, and  the  case  presents  no  case 
justifying  the  interference  of  the  court 
on  the  ground  of  fraud.  {Puilman  agt. 
T/<e  Mayor  Ac.,  of  the  city  of  New  Tork, 
5iBarb.,  169.) 

2.  The  common  council  of  the  city  of 
New  York  are  authorized  to  assess  the 
costs  af  a  local  improvement  upon  the 
property  benefited  thereby.  {Matter 
of  Ine  application  of  Tappan,  54  Barb, 
225.) 

3.  The  fees  of  the  officers  who  do  this 
duty  are  a  part  of  the  costs  of  the 
work.    {Id.) 

4.  No  confirmation  of  snch  assesments, 
by  the  common  council,  is  necessary : 
that  duty  devolving  upon  the  boara 

'  revision  created  by  chapter  306  of 


thi 


e  laws  of  1861.    (M.) 

5.  If  the  names  of  the  owners  and 
occupants  of  property  assessed  are  the 
same,  in  an  assessment,  as  upon  the 
tax  lists  of  the  previous  years,  this  is 
all  the  law  requires  in  respect  to  the 
mode  of  stating  the  names  of  owners 
and  occupants.    {Id.) 

6.  The  common  council  has  the  powe^ 
by  ordinance,  to  direct  the  fillmg  of 
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snnken  lots,  and  in  case  it  deems  it 
necessary,  to  do  the  same  at  the  ex- 
pense of  toe  owners,  forthwith.    (Id.) 

7.  It  is  the  datj  of  the  common  council 
to  assess  the  cost  of  the  improvement 
npon  the  property  benefited,  and  not 
to  cast  that  barthen  npon  the  tax-pay- 
ers at  large.    {Id.) 

S.  In  a  tax  levy  for  the  coanty  of  New 
York,  passedf  b^  the  legislature  of 
1860,  the  supervisors  were  empowered 
to  raise  and  collect  not  exceeding 
$80,000,  to  pav  whatever  amount 
should  be  found  due  to  contractors, 
with  certain  commissiouere  of  records 
appointed  by  a  law  of  1855,  and  the 
comptroller  of  the  city  was  authorised 
to  pay,  from  the  amount  so  collected, 
whatever  sum  should  be  judicially  de- 
termined to  be  due : 

ffeld^  that  inaction  and  delay  bv  the 
board  of  supervisors  to  raise  tne  re> 
ouired  amount,  was  equivalent  to  a  re- 
lusal  to  comply  with  the  law.  (Peo- 
ple agt.  Board  o/Supervisortf  <^.,  2 
Ketfn,  288.; 

9.  Also,  that  the  alleged  unconstitution- 
ality of  the  act  of  1855,  under  which 
the  said  commissioners  were  appoint- 
ed,  was  not  involved  upon  a  motion 
for  a  mandamus  requiring  the  board  of 
supervisors  to  raise  the  amount  certi- 
fied by  the  commissioners  to  be  dne 
within  the  sum  authorised  to  be  raised. 
That  question  could  be  raised  and  dis- 
posed of  upon  the  judicial  determin- 
ation to  be  iiad  before  the  comptroller 
was  authorized  to  pay.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  parties  formed  themselvM  into 
a  voluntary  association  for  cleaning 
Broadway  in  the  citv  of  New  York, 
and  thereafter  applied  for  and  obtain- 
ed the  passage  of  a  resolution  by  the 
common  council  directing  the  comp- 
troller to  draw  his  warrant  in  favor  of 
such  association  for  a  balance  due  to 
the  contractors  with  said  association, 
who  did  the  work,  it  was 

Held,  that  such  resolution  was  in  viola- 
tion of  the  city  ordinances  relating  to 
work  done  or  to  be  done  for  the  cor- 
poration. (Houghvout  agt.  Mayor  of 
New  York,  2  Keyes,  419.) 

il.  The  ordinance  requiring  all  work  to 
be  performed  by  contract,  and  these 
contracts  to  be  authorized  by  the  com- 
mon coum  il,  implies  that  the  contract 
is  to  precede  tne  execution  of  the 
work.     {Id.) 

12.  Further,  the  duty  of  making  such 
contract,  is  by  law  committed  to  the 
street  inspector,  and,  t^  9eem»t  could  not 


be  legalised  by  the  eommon  ooacdl 
wlthont  his  intervention.    {Id,) 

13.  Whether  the  work,  having  been 
performed  voluntarily  by  an  associ- 
ation of  merchants,  was  done  <U  aU  for 
the  corporation,  so  as  to  form  any  con- 
sideration for  the  resolution,  OMer«. 
{Id.) 


NOTICE. 

1.  If  it  be  held,  as  it  must,  that  the  con- 
stitution does  not  positively  require 
personal  notice  in  order  to  constitute  a 
legal  proceeding  dne  process  of  law, 
then  it  belongs  to  the  letn^lHtnre  to 
determine,  in  the  (mrticular  instince, 
whether  the  case  calls  for  this  kind  of 
exceptional  legislation,  and  what  man 
ner  of  constructive  notice  shall  be 
sufllcient  to  reasonably  apprise  the 
party  proceeded  against  ox  the  l^^^l 
steps  which  were  taken  against  him. 
{CamphtU  agt.  EvoMy  54  Barb.,  566.) 


NUISANCE. 

1.  A  complete  and  adequate  remedy  in 
cases  of  nuisances,  in  favor  of  all  per- 
sons specially  injured  by  them,  wneii 
thej[  are  of  a  public  nature,  can  be  ad- 
ministered in  this  court  nnembnrrasi»fd 
by  the  technical  rules  prevailing  mnin 
the  subject  in  courts  of  law.  {Knwe 
agt.  Mayor  Ac  of  New  York,  ante,  67.) 

2.  Therefore,  a  tenant  for  a  term  of  years 
not  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  prem- 
ises, may  bring  an  ef/uiiable  action^  lo 
abate  a  public  nni»»uice  specially  in- 
jurious to  himself,  although,  before  the 
Code  his  only  remedy,  by  way  of  act- 
ion, would  have  been  that  of  a  special 
action  on  the  case  for  the  recovery  of 
damages.    {Id.) 

3.  The  placing  a  piece  of  timber  in  tlie 
public  street,  and  keeping  it  there  is 
the  commission  and  continuance  of  a 
nuisance,  being  an  obstruction  of  the 
full  and  free  enjoyment  of  the  ease- 
ment. {0sborii4  agt.  Union  IWry 
Company,  53  Barh.  629.) 

4.  The  public  being  entitled  t<o  the  use  of 
the  street  or  highway,  whoever,  with- 
out special  authority,  obstructs  it,  or 
rendeiH  its  use  hazardous,  by  doing 
any  thing  npon,  above,  or  below,  the 
surface,  is  gniltv  of  a  iiniMince ;  and 
any  one  sustaining  special  damage 
from  if,  without  any  want  of  due  care 
to  avoid  injury,  has  a  remedy  afraiim 
the  i)erson  continuing  the  nnisance. 
{Id) 
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5.  The  act  is  wrongjfiil,  and  does  not  in- 
volve a  question  of  mere  negligence. 
Coueeqaenily,  even  if  the  contract  be- 
tween the  owner  of  the  property  and 
one  undertaking  to  make  improve- 
ments thereon,  contains  a  provision 
that  the  latter  shall  use  all  precaution- 
ary measures  to  protect  the  public,  such 
owner  will  nevertheless  be  liable  for 
anv  damages  sustained  by  an  individ- 
naf  in  consequence  of  the  placing  and 
continuance  of  a  nuisance  in  the  pub- 
lic Htreet,  at  the  procurement  and  with 
th»»  concurrence  of  the  owner  of  the 
property.    {Id.) 


OFFICERS. 

1.  The  governor  has  no  power,  during  a 
ret-ess  of  the  senate,  and  without  its 
consent,  to  a|)puiDt  a  maior-general  of 
the  state  natiouHl  guard,  to  fill  a  va- 
cancy occurring,  in  time  of  peace. 
{People  agt..  Molineux,  53  Barh.^  9.) 

2  The  act  of  1849.  *•  to  provide  for  filling 
vacancies  in  offices,  was  passed  to 
provide  for  the  filling  of  vacancies  in 
elective  offices,  only.     [Id.) 

3.  There  is  either  a  ca^u  omissHs  in  the 
statute,  on  this  subject,  or  the  legisla- 
ture has  intentionally  left  a  vacancy  in 
the  offic<!  of  major-sreneral  occurring  in 
time  of  peace,  to  be  filled  in  the  or- 
dinaiy  way,  viz-,  by  a  rimple  devolu- 
tion of  the  command  upon  the  officer 
next  in  rank.     {Id.) 

4.  When  an  officer  sees  fit  to  go  beyond 
the  power  of  the  process,  or  for  any 
other  reneon,  when  sued,  it  becomes 
necessary  for  him  to  prove  a  judgment, 
he,  no  more  than  au^'  other  party,  can 
do  so.  withiont  having  alleged  its  ex- 
iHtence,  in  his  answer.  (Dennis  agt. 
Snell,  54  Barb.,  411.) 

5.  Where  the  real  defense  is  new  matter, 
viz.,  a  justification  for  taking  property 
under  a  judgment  and  execution,  if  the 
defendant  is  another  officer,  and  relies 
entirely  upon  the  execution,  aa  a 
defense,  and  nothing  beyond  it,  it  is 
sufficient  for  him  merely  to  set  forth 
the  fact;  but  if  he  desires  to  go  further, 
or  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  into 
the  consideration  of  the  judgment,  he 
must  plead  such  judgment,  and  set  it 
forth  in  his  answer.  And  having 
averred  the  existence  of  a  judgment, 
he  will  be  at  liberty  to  prove  it,  and 
then  to  show  its  consideration,  without 
having  averred  it,  if  material  to  an- 
swer any  fact  proved  by  the  plaintiff". 
(Id.) 

6.  There  can   be  no  difference   in  the 


powers  of  the  same  character  of  offi 
oers,  whether  performing  their  duties 
under  the  general,  or  the  state  govern- 
ments. The  common  law  prevails  in 
both.  {Sdwley  agt.  Butler.  54  Barb.. 
490.) 

7.  The  official  character  of  the  officers  of 
a  municipal  corporation  may  be  proved 
by  showiuff  them  to  be  officers  de  fac- 
to. { WooUev  agt.  Trustees  Village  of 
Bondout,  2  Keyes^  603.J 


OPINIONS  OF  WITNESSES. 

1.  Where  a  warranty  is  special,  the  dam- 
ages are  necessarily  special,  and  must 
be  estimated  bv  the  jury,  and  not  by 
the  opinion  ol  witnesses  ( Whitney 
agt.  Taylor,  54  Barb.,  536.) 

2.  There  being  no  market  value  for  preg- 
nant mares,  for  liveri;  purposes^  a  wit- 
ness cannot  be  asked  the  value  of  a 
mare  in  that  condition  for  livery  pur- 
poseSy  and  her  value  if  not  in  that  con- 
aition,  and  then  give  his  opinion  as  to 
the  difference  in  value.    (Id.) 


OSWEGO  CITY. 

1.  The  provisions  ot  sections  two,  six- 
teen, and  nineteen,  of  title  five,  of  the 
charter  of  the  city  of  Oswego  {chap, 
\l6,LatPsoflHi8),  restricting  the  pow- 
er of  the  common  council  to  incur  lia- 
bilities on  behalf  of  the  city,  and  to 
levy  taxes  to  dischari?e  the  same,  do 
not  embrace  the  making  of  local  im- 
provements, the  expense  of  which  is 
to  be  assessed  upon  and  borne  bv  the 
property  benefited  thereby.  {Baldtnn 
agt.  Oity  of  Oswego,  "2  Keyes,  132.) 


PARTIES. , 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  fnarried  tpoman 
for  trespass  committed  by  her  cattle 
upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  her  hus- 
band need  not  be  joined  as  a  party 
defendant.  [Bofce  agt.  Smith,  ante,  37.) 

2.  Where  a  cause  of  action  sounding  in 
tort  is  stated  in  the  complaint,  against 
a  married  woman,  her  husband  is  prop- 
erly joined  with  her  ns  a  defendant  in 
the  action.  {Andeison  agt,  ffill,  53 
Barft.,  238.) 

1.  If  the  holder  of  a  promiisorv  note  is 
legally  in  possession  of  it,  and  entitled 
to  receive  pavment  of  it,  he  is  the  pro- 
per plaintiff  in  its  prosecution.  (  Wil- 
Uams  agt.  Brovm,  2  Keyes,  486.) 
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PABTNEBS  AND  PABTNEB8HIPS. 

1.  Where  it  appears  that  tbe  partiurthtp 
between  the  plainuft  and  the  defen- 
dants is  positively  denied,  that  a  verj 
small  proportion  of  the  partnership 
capital  was  onginally  contributed  by 
tbe  plaintiff,  ana  that  oy  the  allowance 
of  an  injnnction  and  toe  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  the  large  partnership 
bnsiness  will  be  arrested  and  perhaps 
mined,  the  order  for  an  injunction  and 
receiver  will  be  set  aside,  on  the  de- 
fendants giving  ample  security  that 
they  will  pay  the  plaintiff  any  sum 
found  to  be  due  him  on  a  proper  ac- 
counting. {Popper  agt.  Scheider,  aiUey 
34.) 

2.  A  provisional  remedy  is  only  auziV- 
liary  to  ultimate  relief,  and  should  nev- 
er usurp  or  anticipate  the  office  and  ef- 
fects of  a  trial  on  the  merits.  (Id,) 

3.  Where  on  the  dissolution  of  a  annurt- 
nenhip^  the  retiring  partners  taKe  a 

,  bond  of  indemnity  or  the  remaining 
partner,  with  a  surety,  to  pay  all  tbe 
partnership  debts  d&c  ,  the  landlord  of 
the  premises  can  not  sustain  an  action 
on  tne  bond  for  rent  due  from  the  part- 
nership, or  from  the  remaining  partner. 
Inhere  is  no  privity  of  contract  between 
the  parties  to  the  action.  [MtJbckiaitotk 
agt.  Fatmariy  anUj  145.) 

I.  Although,  where  there  is  a  general 
partnership,  and  one  of  the  firm  bor- 
rows money  in  the  name  and  upon  tbe 
credit  of  the  firm,  the  lender  may  re 
cover  against  the  firm,  if  he  has  acted 
in  good  faith,  notwithstanding  that  the 
money  was  ultimately  misapplied  by 
the  partner  borrowing  it;  vet  if  the 
lender  knows,  at  the  time  or  the  loan, 
that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  borrower 
to  apply  it  to  his  individaal  use,  and 
afterwards  it  is  so  applied,  he  cannot 
recover  from  tbe  firm ;  or  if  he  has  good 
reason  to  believe  from  surrounding  cir- 
cums  ances,  that  such  is  the  intention 
of  the  borrower,  he  is  put  upon  inquiry 
to  ascertain  from  the  otner  members  of 
the  firm  whether  the  loan  is  sought  to 
be  made  with  their  consent  and  for 
their  use.  {Billings  Bigt.  Meigt^  53  Barb, 

5.  When  a  banker  has  the  funds  of  a 
firm  deposited  with  him  for  the  pur- 
pose of  Its  especial  business,  aud  when 
ne  knows  that  one  of  the  firm  is  en- 
gaged in  iudividual  speculations,  and 
he  transfers  these  funds  to  tlie  sepa- 
rate account  of  this  member,  aud  with 
knowledge  that  the  latter  appropri- 
ates the  funds  to  such  speculations,  the 
banker  is  liable  for  the  funds  thus  miS' 


applied,  nnlens  t>f<>v  first  assure  him  of 
their  consent,    itd.) 

6.  Where  part  owners  of  a  vessel,  then 
under  charter  to  a  foreign  government, 
assi^ed  to  the  plaindfis  all  their  inter- 
est m  said  charter,  and  in  and  to  the 
freight  to^  earned  under  the  same: 

Htld^  in  an  action  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  recover  their  share  of  the  freight 
earned  by  the  vessel  during  the  Um 
voyage,  that  such  freight  was  subject 
to  an  accounting  between  the  several 
co-owners,  for  ^1  previous  voyages ;  it 
appearing  that  the  former  voyages  and 
the  one  in  question  were  all  one  entire, 
connected  aud  continued  partnership 
transaction.  And  that  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  were  only  in 
and  to  the  balance,  which  on  a  settle 
ment  of  the  accounts  of  said  several 
voyages,  between  said  co-owner8.miglii 
be  found  due  to  the  plaintiffs  as  such 
assignees.     (  Williamt  agt.  Lawrence. 

53  jSarft.,  320.) 

7.  It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a 
release  or  discharge  of  one  of  tne  co- 
partners of  a  dissolved  firm  from  a  debt 
or  liabilty  of  the  partuerehip,  that  he 
should  have  made  actual  payment  of 
any  part  thereof  to  the  creditor.  It  i« 
enough  that  for  any  reason  the  creditor 
discharges  or  releases  him  in  tlie  terms 
requireto  by  the  laws  of  1838.  ch  257, 
and  laws  of  1845,  ch.  348.  It  niakea 
no  difference  with  the  rights  or  obliga- 
tions of  his  associate  debtors  whether 
he  obtained  ihe  discharge  with  or  witli- 
out payment:  unless  such  payment  ex- 
ceeds his  proportionate  part  of  the 
whole  demand;  for  the  act  of  \Si^ 
makes  him  reHptmsible  over  to  his  co 
debtors,  notwithstanding  the  di<<ichaix^ 
by  the  creditor,  to  the  full  amuuut  o 
his  proportionate  share,  less  what  hr 
has  paid  to  the  creditor,  if  any  thing 
upon  obtaining  such  discharge.  (^€» 
iMtt  agt.  BttcAaii,  53  Barb.,  578.) 

8.  One  partner  cannot  arrest  his  copart 
ner.  The  very  nature  of  a  partner 
ship  forbids  Uiis.    {SmUk  agt.  Small 

54  Barb.,  223.) 

9.  Each  partner  is  a  joint  owner,  as  well 
of  capital  as  of  property  purchased 
with  it.  If  the  capital  Ke  misappro 
priated,  by  a  partner,  no  remedy  is 
furnished  by  action  at  law ;  unless  a 
balance  be  struck  and  a  promise  made^ 
to  pay  the  same.     {Id.) 

10.  Where,  by  an  agreement,  there  is  to 
be  a  joint  contribution  of  capital,  by 
the  parties,  and  there  is  a  joint  owiier- 
sliip  of  the  properly,  and  an  agreement 
to  share  profit  and'ioss,  the  parties  are 
partners.     {Id.) 
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11.  If,  ander  snch  an  a^^reement,  some 
of  the  partners  receivoi  from  the 
others,  a  snm  of  money  to  be  appled 
to  the  purchase  of  the  article  in  which 
the  parties  are  to  deal,  and  for  the 
buTinj^  and  selling  of  which  the  part- 
nership was  formed,  which  they  fail  so 
to  apply,  an  order  of  arrest  cannot  be 
granted.    {Id.) 

12.  Nor  will  an  order  of  arrest  be  granted, 
as  between  partners,  where  it  appears 
that  the  sum  ciaimea  of  the  defendants 
was  only  the  difference  between  the 
price  at  which  the  plaintifb  directed 
tlie  partnership  porcnases  to  be  made, 
by  the  defendants,  and  the  som  actually 
paid  by  the  latter  therefor,  and  which 
they  claim  was  to  be  charged  against 
their  share  of  the  profits,  npon  final 
settlement.    {Id.) 

.13.  The  rale  is  well  settled  that  one  part- 
ner cannot  sae  his  copartner,  at  law, 
except  apon  a  balance  struck,  or  an 
express  promise,  upon  a  full  settlement 
of  the  partnership  transactions.  (Buell 
agt.  OoU,  54  Barb.,  353.) 

14.  A  partnership  existing  between  the 
plainiift',  W.,  S.  and  uie  defendant, 
under  the  name  and  firm  of  8.  &  Co., 
the  defendant  and  S.,  on  the  30ih  of 
November.  1853,  sold  their  interest  in 
the  film  to  the  plaintiff  and  W.,  who 
agreed  to  take  tne  same  and  pay  the 
debts  of  the  firm,  provided  the  assets 
should  be  suflicient.  At  this  time  the 
film  was  iudedbted  to  J.  C.,in  the  sum 
of  $4000  and  to  W.  C,  in  the  sum  of 
$2520.  J.  C.'s  debt  went  into  judg- 
ment, and  the  plaintiff  and  W.  paid, 
npon  ihe  execution,  $1500.  In  January, 
1^7,  the  plaintiff  S.  and  W.  met,  with 
J.  C,  ana  liquidated  the  sum  due  to 
J.  U.  at  $3760,  and  it  was  agreed  be- 
twen  the  plaintiff,  W.  and  S.  and  the 
defendant,  that  each  should  pay  one 
quarter  01  that  sum.  The  defendant 
not  having  paid  his  share  of  the  debt 
to  J.  C,  it  was,  in  September,  1857, 
a^nreed  between  the  partners  that  8., 
W.  and  the  plaintiff  should  each  pay 
one  quarter  thereof  to  J.  C,  (being 
$182.58  each,)  and  that  the  defendant 
should  give  his  note  to  each  for  one 
quarter.  Accordingly,  the  defendant 
made  his  four  notes,  for  $182.58  each, 
one  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  one  to  8.. 
one  to  W.  and  one  to  J.  C,  ana 
deUyered  them  to  J.  C,  to  be  delivered 
to  the  payees  when  they  should  each 
secure  one  quarter  of  the  sum  due  to 
J.  C.  The  plaintiff,  8.  and  W.,  each 
secured  to  J.  C.  one  quarter,  and  J.  C. 
thereupon  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
and  w.  two  notes  for  $182,58  each, 
being  the  notes  sued  on.  The  debt 
'    due  from  the  firm  to  W.  C.  went  into 


judgments,  which,  on  the  9th  of  August, 
1855,  amounted  to  $2894.60.  8.,  the 
plaintiff,  W.  and  the  defendant  there- 
upon agreed  with  each  other,  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  time,  to  put  the 
amount  of  tne  judgments  into  five 
notes,  each  agreeing  to  pay  one  quarter 
of  each  note,  as  it  fell  due.  Five  notes 
were  accordingly  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  W.  C,  we  first  two  of  which 
were  paid  by  the  parties,  as  agreed, 
and  the  last  three  were  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  S.  and  W.  The  plaintiif  paid 
one  quarter  thereof,  for  the  defendant, 
which  the  latter  afterwards  promised 
to  repay  him,  and  W.  paid  for  the 
defendant  the  same  amount,  and  after- 
wards assi^cd  to  the  plaintiff  his  note 
and  the  claim  for  the  money  thus  ad 
vanced  for  the  defendant.  There  never 
was  any  accounting,  or  settlement  of 
the  partnership  matters,  between  the 
parties,  and  the  plaintiff  and  W.  had 
not  accounted  for  the  effects  of  the  firm 
which  passed  into  their  hands : 

ffeld,  1.  That  the  contract  between  th« 
parties,  dated  November  30,  1853,  dui- 
solved  the  copartnership  of  S  &,.  Co., 
and  by  force  of  it  the  assets  of  the  firm 
passea  to  the  plaintiff  and  W.,  who 
were  bound  tnereafter  to  pay  and 
satiny  the  debts  of  the  firm,  provided 
the  assets  transferred  to  them  were 
sufficient  for  that  purpose.  2.  That 
the  debts  due  to  J.  C.  and  W.  C.  being 
confessedly  the  proper  debts  of  the 
firm  of  8.  OL  Co..  as  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  W.,  ana  8.  and  the  defendant, 
the  two  former  became,  thereafter,  the 
principal  debtors,  and  8.  and  the  de- 
fendant sureties  for  the  payment  of 
the  said  debts,  to  the  extent  of  the 
value  or  amount  of  the  partnership  as- 
sets received  by  the  plaintiff  and  W. 
on  the  dissolution  of  tne  firm.  3.  That, 
as  between  themselves,  the  only  claim 
which  the  plaintiff  and  W.  could  there- 
after make  against  their  late  partners, 
was  that  they  should  contribute  rata- 
bly to  the  payment  of  such  or  so  much 
of  the  partnership  debts  as  should  re- 
main unpaid,  after  all  the  partnership 
assets  received  by  them  under  the 
agreement  had  been  fully  exhausted 
and  applied  upon  such  debts.  4.  That 
the  notes  so  given  by  the  defendant 
and  8.  to  the  puuntiff  and  W.  were,  in 
legal  effect,  simply  accommodation 
notes,  representing  no  debt  or  liability 
from  the  milkers  to  the  plaintiff  and 
W.,  but  were  mere  obligations  of  the 
sureties,  in  the  hands  of  the  principal 
debtors,  for  a  debt  which  sucn  princi- 
pals were  themselves  bound  to  pay.  5. 
That  the  notes,  not  being  given  upon 
any  settlement  among  the  partners,  or 
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npon  any  adjastmeDt  of  their  accomitB 
aa  betweeu  tbemaelves,  and  there  hav- 
ing been  no  settlement  of  the  partner- 
ship accounts,  no  balance  struck,  and 
no  promise  to  pay,  they  were  not  legal 
liabilities  as  oetween  the  partners 
themselves,  and  could  not  be  enforced 
in  their  hands,  as  against  each  other, 
at  law ;  and  the  plaintiff  could  main- 
tain no  action  on  them,  or  any  of  them, 
at  law ;  his  onl^  remedy  against  the 
defendant  being  in  equity,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  proportion  of  any  deficiency 
which  might  be  found  due  to  him  after 
the  partnership  assets  were  exhausted. 
(Id.) 

15.  A  reteree  found,  as  matter  of  fiust, 
that  the  delendants  were  partners  in 
the  purchasing  land  in  the  counties  of 
Wayne  and  Seneca,  and  the  cutting 
and  sale  of  wood  thereon,  from  the 
24th  of  January,  1865,  until  after  the 
16th  of  SepteinGer,  of  the  same  year; 
and  that  as  such  partners  they  cut,  or 
caused  to  be  cut,  wood  and  logs  on  two 
lots,  and  was  engauyred  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  saw-miU  upon  one  of  the 
lots; 

Jieldj  that  upon  these  facts  the  referee 
was  wari-auted  in  the  conclusion  of 
law  that  the  defendants  were  liable  for 
supplies  fariiished  to.  and  labor  done 
for  them  in  carrying  on  the  said  busi- 
ness. (Mead  agt.  akepard,  54  Baarb.^ 
474.) 

16.  The  defendants,  H.  S.,  G.  8.,  N.  and 
A.,  by  their  agreement  in  writing, 
dated  January  24, 1865.  became  jointly 
interested  in 'an  adventure  for  the  pur- 
chase of  lands  in  the  counties  of  oen- 
eca  and  Wayne,  and  for  the  cutting 
and  sale  of  the  wood  thereon,  on  their 
joiut  account  U.  S.  was  to  be  the  act- 
ing agent  of  the  parties,  m  the  pur- 
chase of  the  lands  and  in  carrying  on 
the  business  of  cutting  and  selling  the 
wood  thereon,  and  G.  S.  was  to  be  the 
trustee  for  bis  associates,  to  receive  the 
title  to  the  lauds  and  to  hold  possession 
of  all  papers  and  vouchers  connected 
with  the  said  purchases,  and  with  the 
sales  of  such  land,  and  lo  keep  and  de- 
posit all  moneys  received  or  realized, 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
parties.  Under  this  agreement  H.  S. 
opened,  and  l\)r  several  mouths  kept 
open,  an  o£Bc«:  for  the  purchase  of  land 
and  the  cutting  and  sale  of  wood  and 
timber.  Dnrii.g  this  period  he  pur- 
chased variciU8  parcels  of  land,  for 
which  he  took  contracts,  or  deeds,  in 
his  own  name.  Most  of  the  contacts 
were  afterwards  assigned  to  G.  S. 
The  money  for  the  purchase  of  these 
lands,  and  tor  the  carrying  on  of  said 


business,  was  paid  chiefly  by  G  S..  all 
of  he  defendants  paying  mure  or  le^is 
thereof,  except  H.S',  wlio  was  not  lo 
contribute  anything  to  the  original 
purchase  of  lands,  but  was  Hfierwurde 
to  coutribute  towards  the  expenses  in 
proportion  to  his  inierent.  Anionic 
other  lands  purchased  by  H.  C  .  wt^i-e 
two  lots  called  the  S.  lot  and  the  A. 
lot  The  principal  work  done  by  il. 
G.  and  by  others  under  his  direction, 
while  managing  the  business,  wafi  on 
those  lots ;  and  all  the  wood  cut  and 
timber  got  out  by  the  men  employed  by 
him  was  on  these  two  lots : 

Beldf  that  in  contracting  for  the  purchase 
of  the  S..and  A.  lots,  and  in  cutting  the 
wood  and  timber  thereon,  U.  G.,  was 
performing  the  duty  assigned  to  him 
By  his  associates,  for  which  he  open^ 
and  kept  open  said  office;  and  the 
wood  and  timber  cut  on  those  haviii|^ 
been  so  cut  for  the  common  benefit  ot 
ail  the  defendcvuts,  they  were  re^pon8i- 
ble  for  all  bis  contracts  with  the  men 
hired  to  labor  thereon,  and  for  supplies 
furnished  him  to  enable  him  to  prose- 
cute such  business : 

JSeldf  altOy  that  upon  the  above  facta 
beinj^  proved,  in  an  action  brought  by 
parties  who  had  performed  labor  ancl 
funiished  supplies  for  the  benefit  of 
those  jointly  interested  in  the  said 
laud,  against  the  latter,  to  recover  the 
amount  thereof,  a  report  of  a  referee  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  against  all  the 
defendants,  not  only  could  not  be  set 
aside  as  being  against  the  evidence, 
but  was  clearly  right,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  fair  and  just  weight  of 
the  evidence.     (Id.) 

17.  Inasmuch  as  it  is  no  part  of  the  busi- 
ness of  a  mercantile  itim  to  make  or 
indor  e  notes,  as  a  firm,  for  third  per- 
sons, there  is  no  implieu  authority  for 
one  member  to  indoroe  or  affix  the 
name  of  the  tii'ni  to  negotiable  paper, 
in  which  the  pannership  have  no  in- 
terest ;  and  one  who  takes  such  paper, 
BO  indorsed,  with  notice  that  the  in- 
dorsement was  made  for  the  accom. 
modation  of  the  one  partner  who  made 
it,  cannot  hold  the  other  partners  lia- 
ble npon  it.  (Fielden  agt.  LahenSy  6 
AbbIi.S.3Al,) 

18.  Where  an  action  is  brought  bv  two 
persons  who  are  partners,  to  collect  a 
partnership  debt,  and  both  are  active 
m  obtaining  the  judgment,  although 
one  of  them,  alone,  gives  the  d  ireciioua 
to  the  oflicer  for  seizing  the  pro[>eriy 
of  the  defendant,  upon  the  execution, 
he  should  be  presumed  in  the  ub>«enre 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  have 
been  acting  in  conjunction  with  his  oo- 
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{>luiitiffin  a  oommon  enterprise  of  col- 
eotinar  their  joint  debt  by  a  seizore  of 
the  debtor's  property.  {Ohawbera  agt 
OUarwater,  1  Keye»,  310.) 

19.  The  direction  to  levy  an  execution 
npon  a  particalar  piece  of  pioperty  is 
an  incident  to  the  obtaining  payment 
of  the  debt  by  legal  process ;  and 
when  one  of  two  partners  is  foand  act- 
ing in  that  basiness,  the  presumption  is 
that  he  had  the  coantenanoe  and  as- 
sent of  the  other  partner.    {Id  ) 

30  The  nonjoinder  of  a  dormant  partner 
as  co-defendant,  cannot  be  pleaded  in 
abatement,  when  the  plaintiff  has  no 
means  oi  knowing  of  the  partnership. 
[Goohlngham  agt.  Jjcuhcr^  2  Keyes^  454.) 

i21.  When  a  copartner  makes  a  contract 
in  his  own  name,  without  disclosing 
the  partnership,  when  sued  individu- 
ally upon  such  contract^  he  cannot  turn 
the  plaintiff  over  to  a  liligation  with  a 
stranger.    (Id.) 


PAYMENT. 

1.  An  agreement  by  a  creditor  to  take 
the  note  of  a  third  person  in  payment 
of  his  debt,  with  the  actual  transfer  of 
the  same,  and  a  written  acknowldge- 
ment  that  it  is  so  taken  without  re- 
course, on  account  of  the  creditor's 
claim,  furnish  sufficient  grounds  for 
the  jury  to  find  that  the  note  was 
taken  at  the  risk  of  the  creditor.  If 
90,  ihe  receipt  ol  the  note  is  a  payment 
of  the  claim,  and  an  extinguishment 
of  the  right  of  action  thereon.  {Sobertt 
agt.  IKiker,  53  Barb.,  69). 

2.  A  debt  is  not  paid  by  the  mere  remit- 
tance of  a  drHU,  and  its  acceptance  in 
favor  of  the  creditor,  unless  it  is  speci- 
ally agreed  that  such  draft  shall  be 
regarued  as  payment  of  the  debt. 
{Smith  agt.  MUltr,  6  Abb.  If.  S.,  234.; 

3.  The  doctrine  established  in  Johnton 
agt.  Bank  of  North  America  (5  Bob., 
554)  that  if  a  check  ot  the  drawees  of  a 
drah,  given  in  exchange  for  the  draft, 
be  not  paid  on  presentation  to  the  per- 
son on  whom  it  is  drawn  the  next  day 
after  it  is  given,  the  liability  of  the 
drawer  of  the  draft  still  remains,  on 
due  notice  to  him  of  such  demand  and 
non-payment, — ^reasserted.    {Id.) 


PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  W.  L.  had  a  flouring  mill  which  he 
run  on  his  own  account.  He  was  also 
a  silent  partner  in  the  firm  of  J.  &  I. 
L.,  proouce    dealers,  and   an   active 


partner  in  the  firm  of  R.  &  L.,  owners 
of  a  grain  elevator^  in  which  the  latter 
firm  received  and  stored  grain  for  hire. 
W.  Lk  was  also  the  owner  of  several 
cargoes  of  wheat,  which  were  stored 
bvhim  in  the  elevator  of  R.  &  L. 
Upon  these  he  had  received  advances 
from  A.  it,  Co.,  bankers,  who  took  a 
transfer  of  the  same  by  wa^  of  security, 
and  the  warehouse  receipts  in  their 
own  name,  in  which  it  was  declared 
that  the  wheat  was  held  in  store  sub- 
iect  to  their  order.  Without  the 
Kuowled^  of  A.  ^  Co.,  W.  L.  took, 
and  applied  to  his  own  use,  portions  ot 
two  cargoes  of  the  wheat  thus  trans- 
ferred to  and  held  in  store  for  them. 
Subsequently,  upon  the  order  of  A.  & 
Co.,  presented  to  the  elevator  of  K.  & 
L.,  for  the  balance  of  the  wheat  held 
for  them  on  account  of  W.  L.,  there 
was  delivered  instead,  a  corresponding 
amount  and  quality  oi  wheat  beloug- 
ing  to  J.  &  I.  L.,  which  was  heM  in 
store  for  them.  A.  &•  Co.  were  not 
aware  that  the  wheat  thus  delivered 
was  not  the  wheat  for  which  they  held 
the  warehouse  receipts  from  W.  L.. 
and  the  same  was  sold  by  them  ana 
the  proceeds  credited  to  the  account 
with  them  of  W.  L.  Subsequently  J. 
6l  I.  L.,  who  also  had  dealings  with 
A.  &  Co.,  effected  a  settlement,  paying 
the  balance  found  against  them  upon 
the  books  of  A.  d&  Co.,  thus  releasing 
their  wheat  from  any  liens  on  such  ac- 
count. They  also  requested  of  A.  & 
Co.  the  delivery  to  them  of  the  parcels 
of  wheat  taken  by  R.  &  L.  from  their 
lot  in  store,  or  an  account  of  the  pro- 
ceeds, which  was  refused.  Upon  an 
action  ^[ainst  A.  &.  Co.,  by  the  as- 
signee of  J.  d&  I.  L.,  to  recover  the 
Sroceeds  of  the  wheat  belonging  to  J. 
I,  I.  L.  taken  bv  R.  &.  L.,  and  sold  bv 
A.  it,  Co.,  for  tne  account  of  said  W. 
L.,  it  was 

Htld,  that  the  taking  of  the  wheat  by  R. 
Sl  L.  and  delivery  to  A.  &  Co.  in  the 
::iauner  stated,  conld  not  effect  any 
change  in  the  title  to  the  wheat,  with- 
out the  assent  of  J.  &  I.  L.  that  their 
wheat  might  thus  be  taken  and  sub- 
stituted for  that  belontfiuff  to  A.  &  Co. 
wrongfully  taken  by  W.  L.  in  the  first 
instance.     (  Wright  agt  Amet,  'J  KeyeSy 

2.  That  no  such  assent  could  be  implied 
from  the  fact  that  W.  L.  was  a  partner 
in  the  firm  of  J.  &  I.  L..  who  owned 
the  wheat,  and  of  R.  &  L.,  who  held 
in  store  and  delivered  the  same  to  A. 
&Co.    {Id.) 

3.  For,  whatever  agency  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  resided  in  W.  L.  as  a 
partner  of  J.  &  I.  L.,  no  agency  could 
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reflide  in  the  firm  of  R.  &  L.  to  act  far 
J.  &  L  L.  without  express  aatboritj. 
{Id.) 

3.  And  that  the  settlement  of  their  ac- 
count with  A.  &,  Co.  by  J.  &.  I.  L., 
and  payment  of  the  balance  claimed  by 
A.  db  Co.  to  be  dae,  did  not  constitute 
on  the  part  of  J.  SlI.  L.  a  ratification 
of  the  aelivenr  of  their  wheat  to  apply 
on  the  debt  of  W.  L.    {Idu 

5.  Hence,  the  assignee  of  J.  Sl  I.  L,  was 
entitled  to  recover  against  A  it  Co. 
the  proceeds  of  the  wheat  thus  wrong- 
fully converted.    {Id,) 

€.  Where  warehousemen  refuse  to  deliver 
up  property  in  their  charge,  on  demand 
ox  possession  and  tender  of  all  legal 
charges,  claiming  an  additional  sum 
beyond  their  le^  charges,  an  action 
will  lie,  by  the  owner,  to  recover  the 
possession.  {Sitle^  agt.  Squire,  53 
Barb.f  280.) 

7.  Although  the  Uw  is  opposed  to  ciicn- 
ity  of  action,  that  is  opposed  to  any 
attempt  to  obtain  indirectly,  bv  means 
of  a  subsequent  action,  a  result  which 
may  be  reached  in  an  action  already 
commenced ;  yet  where  it  is  not  known, 
at  the  time  the  first  action  is  commenced 
that  the  defendants  have  possession  of 
other  property  of  the  plaintiff  than  that 
sought  to*  be  recovered  in  that  action, 
a  second  action  may  be  brought,  for 
such  additional  property.    {Id.) 


PLANK  BOAD& 

1.  The  legislature  havtng  seen  fit  to  ex- 
ercise its  power  of  eminent  domain,  by 
dedicating  abandoned  plank  roads  to 
the  public  as  highways,  the  interest 
which  reverts  to  the  original  owners 
of  the  land,  on  the  abandonment  ef  a 
plank  road,  includes  everything — the 
soil,  the  fences  thereon,  tne  right  of 
wa^  and  all  the  advantages,  if  any, 
arising  from  its  former  use,  ( The  Pit(h 
pU  ex  rel.  Mitchell  agt  LawreHCCf  54 
Barb.  589.) 

2.  It  is  this  property  which  the  legisla- 
ture has  dedicatea  to  the  public ;  and 
it  is  this  interest  which  is  required  to 
be  appraised  and  compensated  for. 
Hence,  it  is  proper  for  the  inry  sum- 
moned to  reappraise  the  reversionary 
interest  of  the  land  owners  alouff  the 
line  of  an  ubaiido*ied  plank  road,  on 
appeal  from  an  appraisement  made  by 
commissioners  appointed  by  the  county 
Judge,  to  take  mto  consiaeration  the 
cost  ot  fencing  the  road,  keeping  the 
fences  in  repair  and  the  inconvenience 
to  the  use  of  the  landyarising  from  the 


necessity  of  crossing  and  reeroiung 
such  road.    {Id.) 


PLEADINGa 

1.  If  the  complaint  in  an  action  to  reoor- 
er  damages  from  a  telagraph  company 
alleges  that  plaintiff's  message  was  for- 
wanied  by  a  connecting  company  to 
the  defendants,  but  .was  never  sent  by 
them  to  its  destination, — ^an  answer  al- 
leging that  by  the  contract  they  were 
not  responsiole  for  "  delays,  errors  or 
remissness, "  is  no  defense.  These  ex- 
ceptions imply  an  imperfect  perform- 
ance, and  do  not  exonerate  from  liabil- 
ity for  entire  failure  to  send.  {Baldwin 
agt.  United  Statet  TeL  Co.,  6  Abb.  N. 
8.  405.) 

2.  To  enUUe  a  defendant  to  the  benefit 
of  an  act  of  God  relied  on  as  an  excuse 
for  a  non. performance  of  a  cootj*act, 
it  must  be  bleaded  as  an  affirmative  de- 
fense. {Ifew  Haven  A  NorthawpUm 
Go.  agt  qwmJiard,  6  Ahb.  N.  8.,  1^) 

8.  A  mere  misnomer  in  pleading  is  a 
formal  error^  amendable  in  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction ;  and  will  not 
be  noticed  in  the  oourt  of  appeals. 
{Tnner  agt.  Mahik  Ave.  R.  B.  Ob.,  6 
Abb.  N.  a.,  4&.\ 


PLEDGE. 

1.  To  lay  the  foundation  for  an  action 
af^nst  a  pledgee  ^t  eowvertson  of  the 
thing  pledged  as  security  for  a  note 
payta>le  on  a  fixed  day,  the  debtor's 
ofier  and  demand  must  be  made  on  the 
day  of  maturity,  though  it  would  be 
otherwise  of  an  action  to  redeem. 
{B%Um  agt  BurMtt,  6  Abb.  N.  8.,  302.) 


POSSESSION. 

A.  Persons  in  possession  of  land,  under 
the  title  of  anuther,  are  estopped  to 
deny  his  title,  or  to  set  up  an  out- 
standing title  in  themselves  or  any 
other  person.  {Finlay  agt  Cook,  ^ 
Barb.,  9.) 

2.  Where  a  valid  constructive  possession 
of  an  entire  lot  is  acanired  by  entry 
under  claim  of  title  rounded  upon  a 
written  instrujient,  and  the  actual  oc- 
cupation of  a  part,  it  cannot  lie  de- 
feated by  a  subsequent  entry  on  the 
same  lot  by  another,  who  makes  an 
improvement  on  a  part  and  obtains 
title  to  the  whole  lot    {Id.) 

3.  The  effect  of  loch  subsequent  entiy 
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woald  be  to  give  the  person  so  en- 
tering a  poneaeion  of  th«  part  actnallj 
occupied  nnd  improved,  but  no  further. 
A  constmctive  poflsesaion  of  the  nn- 
improved  part  of  the  lot  wonld  remain 
in  nim  who  made  the  first  entry  nnder 
claim  and  color  of  title  and  improved 
in  part.    {Id.) 

PBACTICE. 

1«  If,  after  a  canse  haa  been  once  proper- 
ly placed  on  the  calendar  for  a  snort 
cause  day  and  is  not  reached  for  trial 
on  that  day,  or  is  moved  off  witbont 
any  day  heing  assigned,  and  it  does 
not. appear  on  the  calendar  for  the  next 
short  canse  day,  either  party  may,  at 
the  opening  of  the  court  on  that  day, 
move  the  court  to  place  the  canse  on 
the  calendar,  and  when  the  cause  is 
reached  for  trial,  take  the  de&ult  of  the 
other  party,  if  he  fail  to  appear.  The 
default  so  taken  will  be  regular ;  and 
this,  although  the  other  party,  on  the 
afternoon  of  the  day  before,  inspected 
the  calendar  in  the  clerk's  ofDce,  and 
did  not  find  the  cause  thereupon,  and 
for  that  reason  did  not  attend.  {Barton 
agt  McKirdey^  ante,  283.) 

2.  A  like  procedure  may  be  had  where 
the  court  sets  down  a  short  cause  for  a 

S articular  short  cause  day,  and  the  same 
oes  not  appear  on  the  calendar  for 
that  day.    {id,) 

3.  Hereafter,  the  fact  that  in  such  eases 
the  cause  does  not  appear  on  the  calen- 
dar as  made  out  by  tne  clerk,  and  pub- 
lished  in  the  newspai>ers  of  the  day 
before  the  one  on  which  the  canse  is 
called,  nor  on  the  calendar  |)nbUshed 

on  the  morning  of  that  day,  will  not  be 
taken  as  an  excuse  for  failing  to  appear 
on  the  trial,  or  if  appearing,  for  fauing 
to  be  read^ ;  and  tnis,  even  though  the 
party  so  failing  may  have  examined  all 
of  such  calenaars,'and  found  that  the 
caifise  was  not  thereon.    (Id.) 

'  4.  Where  the  general  term  of  this  court, 
on  a  regular  call  of  a  cause  on  the  cal- 
endar, take  a  tubmittion  of  the  canse 
for  decision,  from  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney— he  declining  to  take  the  default 
of  the  defendant,  his  attorney  not  ap- 
pearing, and  order  that  the  defendants 
attomev  have  notice  of  such  submiss- 
ion, and  permission  to  submit  his  points, 
which  submission  is  not  made  oy  the 
defendant  during  the  term,  although 
regularly  notified  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  in  pursuance  of  such  order ; 
a  tvhtequaU  ffeneral  term  of  the  court, 
cannot,  by  calling  such  submission  a 
•  defauUj  and  on  motion  of  the  defen- 
dant, set   aside  such  submission,  and 


grant  an  order  for  a  new  trial.    {Bollet 
agt.  Dufff  anUf  492.) 

&  It  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  justices,  to 
whom  the  cause  was  submitted,  not- 
withstanding the  ordera  of  the  subse- 
quent general  term,  to  decide  and  dis- 
pow  of  the  cause.    (Id.) 

6.  This  court  is  not  authorized  to  hear  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  at  general  term, 
on  a  case  or  exceptions,  wheie  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  filed  under  ^  267  of 
the  Code,  does  not  authorize  final  judg- 
ment but  directs  proceedings  before  a 
referee  or  otherwise,  under  the  amend- 
ment of  $  268  in  1867,  where  the  in- 
terloeutory  decision  or  judarment  «xu 
made  before  the  amendment.    \ld.) 

7.  Where  a  cause  is  argued  in  this  court 
before  ^ree  of  the  justices,  it  may  be 
properly  decided  by  two  of  the  justices, 
vntnmU  contultatton  with  the  third, 
(Parrott  agL  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co., 
ante,  508.) 

a  The  statute  (2  B.  8..  355,  $  27,) 
which  provides  that  whenever  any 
power,  authority  or  duty  is  confided 
Sy  law  to  three  or  more  persons,  and 
whenever  three  or  more  persons  or 
ofBcers  are  authorized  or  required  by 
law  to  perform  any  act,  such  act  may 
be  done,  and  such  power,  authori^ 
or  duty  may  be  exercised  and  pertbrm- 
ed  by  a  majority  of  such  persons  or  offi- 
cers, «poa  a  meeting  of  aU  the  pereone 
or  offieere  to  intruded  or  empowered^  «»- 
leu  special  provieion  is  otherwiae  made, 
does  not  apply  to  judicial  ojfficeit.  {Id.) 

9.  But  this  statnte  applies  to  quati  Judi- 
euU  and  mtMtftertai  officers— such  as  ar- 
bitrators ;  overseers  of  the  i)Oor ;  com- 
missioners to  make  distribution  of  rail- 
road stock ;  trustees  to  apportion  school 
tax;  commissioners  of  nighways;  a 
mixed  commission,  composed  of  super- 
visors and  the  judges  of  two  disnnct 
courts,  for  the  purpose  of  appointing  a 
commissioner  of  jurors,  &c.    {Id.) 

10.  An  objection  to  the  light  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  maintain  an  action  must  be 
raised  on  the  trial,  if  it  be  capable  of 
being  obviated ;  as  where  it  is  possible 
tiiat  new  or  additional  evidence  could 
be  supplied,  if  a  defect  in  the  proof 
were  pointed  out.  {Broohman  agu 
ffamill,  54  Barb.,  21^.) 

11.  But  as  an  objection  to  the  unconsti- 
tutionality of  an  act  of  the  legislature 
cannot  be  obvinted  by  any  action  of 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  is  not 
bound  to  raise  the  objection,  on  the 
trial,  that  the  statute  nnder  which  the 
plaintiff  sues  is  unoonstitutional.    (Jet.) 
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12.  If  the  vendee,  rabeequeiitlj  to  the 
ezecQtioD  of  a  written  contract,  which 
it  declared  void  by  the  statatee  of  Penn- 
■yWania,  for  beinff  made  on  Sunday, 
demand,  on  a  week  day,  aconyeyance 
of  the  property  and  receives  the  same, 
promising  to  nay  the  purchase  pricci 
a  new  and  valid  contract  arises  be- 
tween the  parties,  which  entitles  the 
vendor  to  an  action  to  enforce  pay- 
ment. (ffamiltoA  Bgt.  Oridlejf,  o4 
Barb.,  542.; 

13.  And  where  the  plaintiff,  in  such  a 
case,  counted  upon  the  oontract  as 
being  in  writing,  but  was  allowed  on 
the  trial,  withoai  objection,  to  prove 
the  subseqaent  convey anoe  and  a  parol 
promise  to  pay : 

ffddj  that  the  variance  mi^t  be  disre- 
Kurded  nnder  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure.    {Id,) 

14.  An  order  made  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  as  a  judgment  and  exe« 
cution  creditor,  to  set  aside  an  alleged 
transfer  of  partnership  j^perty,  for 
fraud,  directed  that  the  defendant  pro- 
duce for  the  inspection,  examination 
and  copying  of  the  plaintiff,  €Ul  the 
books  and  papers  of  the  defendant's 
intestate  containing  partnership  ao- 
oonnts,  and  also  cUl  papers,  letters,  &c., 
made  or  signed  by  the  intestate,  after 
a  oertain  date,  llie  affidavit  for  the 
discovery  neither  specified,  nor  refer- 
red to,  any  particular  entr^,  or  to  any 
particular  paper ;  nor  did  it  state  any 
fact  or  circumstance  to  show  the  ma- 
terialitv  or  necessitv  of  an  inspection 
of  all  the  books  ana  papers. 

Beldt  that  the  order  was  too  sweeping 
and  general,  and  the  same  was  re- 
versed. ( Phelot  agt  Piatt,  54  Barb,, 
557.) 

15.  Held,  aUo^  that  the  plaintiff,  not  being 
the  representative  of  the  deceased  part- 
ner, but  making  such  decedent's  rep- 
resentatives parties  defendants,  the 
order  could  not  be  justified  on  the 
ground  that  a  partner,  or  his  represen- 
tative, has  a  nght  to  an  inspection  of 
all  the  copartnership  books  and  papers. 
{Id,) 

16.  The  affidavit  for  a  production  and 
discovery  shonld  be  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff; or,  if  made  bv  the  attorney,  some 
reason  should  be  snown  for  his  making 
It.    (Id,) 

17.  In  an  action  against  an  executor  to 
recover  such  assets  as  come  into  the 
hands  of  his  testator,  and  remained  in 
his  haTids  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  is 
«nn«oeesary  to  allege  in  the  complaint 
that  sach  assets  ever  came  into  the 


hands  of  the  executor.  It  is  sofflciettt 
that  they  came  into  the  hands  of  his  tes- 
tator, and  were  unadministered  at  the 
time  of  bis  death.  ( Waltan  agt.  Wal- 
dm,  1  JTeyer,  15.) 

18.  Qnertions  of  fact  upon  a  trial  before 
a  judge  without  a  jury,  and  before  a 
referee,  are  open  to  examination  only 

-  upon  appeal  to  the  general  term  of  the 
court  m  which  the  trial  took  place. 
(Bice  agt.  Itkam,  1  Keyet,  44.) 

19.  Ifit  cannot  be  made  out  from  the  find- 
ings whether  the  judgment  is  right  or 
wrong.  It  will  be  assumed  to  be  cor- 
rect and  the  iudgmfent  will  be  affirmed. 

(ia.) 

20.  Such  judgment,  to  be  reversed,  must 
appear  to  be  erroneous  by  applying 
the  conclusions  of  law,  or  the  generu 
Judgment  pronounced,  to  the  conclu- 
sions of  facta  stated  In  the  findings. 
(Id.) 

21.  When,  trough  the  inadvertence  of 
counsel,  the  facts  are  so  presented  that 
it  is  impossible,  without  violating  well 
settled  rules  of  practice,  to  do  jusdoe 
between  the  parties,  this  conri  has 
power  to  suspend  the  judgment  is 
order  to  enable  the  party  whoae  rights 
might  otherwise  suffer,  to  apply  to  the 
court  from  whose  judgment  tne  appeal 
was  taken,  for  a  re-settlement  of  the 

{Id.) 


22.  Ko  notice  is  required  to  be  given  t^ 
the  owner  of  the  land,  claiming  a  free- 
hold estate  therein,  of  proceedings  to 
admeasure  dower  as  a  mere  supple- 
ment to  an  action  of  ejectment,  in 
which  the  plaiiftiff  has  succeeded  in 
establishing  her  right  of  dower. 
{Stewart  agi  Smith,  1  JTeyei,  59.) 

23.  Such  proceeding  is  governed  by  the 
provisions  of  section  55  of  the  title 
treating  of  the  action  of  ejectment. 
(2J2.A,303.)    {Id.) 

24.  Where  the  issue  is  such  that  a^arty 
is  entitled,  on  proper  demand,  to  have 
the  same  tried  by  jury,  and  he  omit  to 
claim  such  right,  ne  cannot  afterwards, 
on  appeal,  object  to  the  mode  of  try- 
ing such  issue.  {Pmn.  Coal  C:  agt. 
Dd,  Canal  Co.,  1  Kejfa;72.) 

25.  Where  the  complaint  *and  prayer 
thereof  are  stfch-  a^  ao«6m  brace  both 
equitable  and  IkQA.  rem^iies  the  de- 
fendant may  movS'lbfi  court  to  compel 
the  party  to  ele4H)Q  ^^hich  part  of  the 
case  he  will  prooMd,  or  xor  which 
mode  of  tried  or  resulting  relief  he  will 
go.    (Id.)  .        .  .-: 

26.  Or  the  courtejuf  strike  out  or  dis- 
miss that  pftr^t>f  the  comphUnt  seek- 
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ing  mere  equitable  relief,  leaving  tbe 
rerouining  iseaee  of  fiiet  to  be  tried  by 
a  jury.    [Id,) 

27.  Before  a  party  baa  a  rigbt  to  detain 
for  the  payment  of  toll,  the  amount  to 
be  paid  must  be  fixed  and  ascertained. 
(Id.) 

*S8.  It  is  not  proper  for  the  supreme 
court,  on  the  return  of  a  remittitur,  to 
add  any  new  and  independent  direc- 
tion to  the  judgment  of  this  court  be- 
yond what  ma^  be  required  to  carry 
that  judgment  into  effect.  (McOregor 
agt  Swily  1  Keyes,  153.) 

29.  The  supreme  court  cannot  add  to  the 
judgment  <M>ntained  in  the  remittitur  a 
new  or  further  judgment,  cTen  for 
costs  of  the  appeal  of  that  court.  (Id.) 

30.  Costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  are  giTen  by  the  statute  to  the 
prevailing  part^  only  in  appeals  in- 
volving the  vahdity  or  flrooi  of  wills ; 
and  not  to  cases  which  relate  only  to* 
the  granting  or  withholding  of  letters 
testamentary  upon  a  will,  the  validity 
or  execution  of  which  were  not  in- 
volved.' {Id.) 

31.  In  an  equitable  proceeding,  the  court 
will  not  direct  the  receiver  to  sell  pro- 
perty without  first  giving  a  party 
claiming  title  thereto  a  hearing.  (Lams 
agt  JDttft,  1  Keytt,  203.) 

32.  In  an  action  to  recover  back  pro- 
perty which  had  been  fraudulently 
obtained  upon  credit,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  aver  that  the  plaintifT  tendered  back 
the  notes  received  upon  the  purchase. 
{King  agt  FUch,  1  Ktyet,  432.) 

33.  The  foct  of  tendering  back  the  notes 
received  upon  the  purchase  only  goes 
to  show  that  the  pfaintiff  had  not  af- 
firmed the  contract  after  he  had  know- 
ledge of  the  fraud.    {Id.) 

34.  It  is  unnecessary  that  the  plaintiff 
cancel  the  notes  of  the  defendant— it 
will  be  sufiicient  if  he  produce  them 
on  the  trial.    (Id.) 

35.  Tbe  object  of  a  demand  of  property 
is  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  partjr  to 
comply  therewith  without  exposing 
himself  to  other  parties.    {Id.) 

36.  If  the  demand  be  not  sufficiently 
specific  for  such  purpose,  yet  if  the  de- 
fendant does  not  object  to  the  suffici- 
ency of  the  demand,  and  refuses  to  de- 
liver up  the  property  for  improper 
reasons,  a  further  aemand  will  oe  un- 
necessary.   {Id,) 

37.  If,  in  such  a  ease,  the  plaintiff  has  re- 
ceived the  notes  of  other  persons,  or 
other  property!  he  must  restore  or  offer 


to  restore  them  before  suit  brought 
{Id,) 

38.  On  an  appeal  from  the  special  to  the 
general  term,  the  unaertaking  pro- 
vided for  by  section  335  of  the  Code 
constitutes  no  part  of  the  appeal.  Its 
only  effect  is  to  stay  proceedings  upon 
the  judgment  (OtnUr  agti  FUldBf  1 
Kei^etf  4S3.) 

39.  It  would  be  error  for  the  general 
term  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from  the 
special  term  because  the  appellant  had 
failed  to  comply  with  an  oraer  of  the 
special  term  to  execute  a  new  under- 
taking. {Id.) 

40.  This  case  presents  merely  a  ques- 
tion of  the  construction  of  the  language 
constituting  a  clause  of  the  contract 
{Blouburff,  ^c,  B.  B.  Co.  agt.  Tioga 
B.  B.  Go.,  1  Kejf€»,  486.) 

41.  No  appeal  lies  from  a  judgment  by 
default    {Id.) 

42.  In  matters  of  mechanics'  lien  in  the 
county  of  Erie,  the  court  acquires  juria- 
diction  of  the  subject-matter  by  the 
personal  service  of  the  notice  required 
oy  statute  upon  the  opposite  party 
within  the  time  requirM  by  law. 
{Maliby  agt.  Orwi^  1  Ktya,  548.) 

43.  On  a  trial  before  a  jury  where  the 
court  directs  a  verdict  for  the  defen- 
dant, if  there  is  any  question  for  the 
jury  the  party  should  request  the  court 
to  submit  the  same ;  if  no  such  request 
is  made,  the  question  cannot  be  con- 
sidered on  review.  {Stymawr  agt 
Chwingy  I  ITcyw,  532.) 

44.  Instruments  not  under  seal  may  be 
delivered  to  the  party  to  whom,  upon 
their  fiEuse,  they  are  made  pavable,  or 
who.  by  tneir  terms,  is  endtlea  to  some 
interest  or  benefit  under  them,  upon 
a  condition,  the  performance  of 
which  is  necessarv  in  order  to  perfect 
the  title  of  the  holder  to  enforce  the 
contract    {Id.) 

4\  Where  the  party  claims  the  benefit 
of  a  trust  ccnveyance,  treating  it  as 
valid  in  his  complaint,  and  nowhere 
therein  seeking  to  impeach  it,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  Velief  on  the  ground  that 
such  conveyance  is  void.    (Id.) 

46.  It  is  a  universal  rule  in  chancery  to 
grant  relief,  if  at  all,  on  some  matter 
put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings.  {Rom% 
Mechcmge  Bank  agt.  EameSj  1  Keya, 
588.) 

47.  Where  exception  is  taken  generally 
*'to  each  and  evei'v  c^nclnBinn  of  luw 
contained  in  the  referee's  report,  "  the 
court  will  not  give  effect  to  aparticu 
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hur  exception  made  npon  the  argament 
before  it,  to  some  one  oonclnsion  of  law 
in  each  report.  To  avail  himaelf  of 
the  error  oi  the  referee,  if  there  be  soch 
error,  apon  the  one  point,  the  party 
should  except  to  each  erroneoaa  concla- 
sion  specifiodly,  in  order  that  the  op- 
posing party,  by  being  advised  of  the 
exception  specified,  maj  make  or  offer 
snch  tender  or  concessions,  as  the  ad- 
mission ot  the  error  wonld  renderprop- 
er  or  necessary.  {Orakam  tigt.  Ohry^- 
tal,  2  Ke^et^  21.) 

48.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  his  action 
for  damages  sustained  in  oonseqaence 
of  frandment  representations  was  not 
compromised  by  his  entering  into  an 
agreement  with  the  defendant  at  the 
end  of  the  first  year  of  their  nartner- 
ship,  to  dissolve  the  partnennip  and 
allow  the  defendant  to  continue  in  the 
practice  of  his  profession  in  the  village ; 
and  a  motion  by  the  defendant  for  a 
nonsuit  on  that  ground  was  properly 
overruled.  {Tnom  agt  BdmtTf  2 
feysf,  27.) 

49.  A  judgment  of  reversal  of  the  report 
of  a  referee  will  nut  be  deemed  to  have 
been  reversed  on  questions  oifact^  un- 
less so  stated  in  the  judgment  of  re- 
versal. ( Code,  $  268.)  ( TkompKn  agt 
JfMdfc,  2fey6f,82.) 

50.  This  court  will  not  send  back  a  case 
to  the  court  below,  to  amend  its  order 
by  reversing  the  findings  of  fact,  though 
it  appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  court 
below  that  it  was  tne  intaUion  to  re- 
verse those  findings  but  the  order  of 
reversal  &ils  to  express  that  intent 
{Id.) 

51.  The  fSacts  alleged  and  relied  npon  to 
make  this  case  different  fh>m  SandM 
agt  Sanden  (26  Jf.  T.  239),  and  hence 
not  determined  by  the  judgment  there- 
in, are :  *'  First,  that  defendant's  note 
and  policy  are  not  proved  by  oompe- 
tent  evidence  to  be  m  the  hazardous 
department " : 

Held,  that  as  in  the  court  below  the 
plaintiff  was  non-suited  upon  other 
grounds  of  objection  by  defendant,  in 
which  the  fact  now  controverted  was 
admitted  or  assumed  by  defendant,  it 
WAS  too  late  to  raise  that  question  now. 
(Sande  agt  Shoemaker,  2  Kejfet,  268.) 

ftL  The  defendant  should  have  made  the 
absence  of  proof  upon  this  point  a 
specific  tfi^oiid  of  objection  in  the 
conrt  below,  nnd  thus  have  enabled 
the  plHintiff  with  leave  of  the  court  to 
supply  the  defect.     {Id.) 

5.3.  Funds  in  the  hands  of  a  tmstee, 
which  may  be  made  applicable  to  the 


payment  of  a  judgment  against  a  cethti 
que  trust,  can  only  be  reached  through 
a  court  of  equity.  {Locke  agt  Mabbelt, 
2Keget,iV.) 

54.  Such  fhnds  cannot  be  reached  under 
supplementary  proceedings.     {Id.) 

55.  Where  a  defendant  lies  by  until  trial 
before  objecting  to  the  sofflciency  of 
the  complaint  it  is  a  proper  exerdae 
of  discration  in  the  court  or  raferee  to 
allow  the  necessary  alleffations  to  be 
supplied  by  amendment  whero  the^r  do 
not  amount  to  a  new  cause  of  aciion. 
( WooUeyjkgL  Trustset  ViUage  ofBat^ 
doui,  2  Jr«y«,  603.) 


PBIKGIPAL  Ain>  AGENT. 

1.  Although  in  all  cases  of  purrhasea 
and  bargains  respecting  property,  mado 
between  principals  and  agents,  the  at- 
most  good  faith  is  required,  yet  a  sale 
of  his  principal's  property  at  which 
the  same  is  purohased  bv  an  agent  ia 
not  necessarily  void.  Tne  transaction 
should,  undoubtedlv,  be  sorntiuiied 
oloselv;  but  it  is  only  voidable  where 
there  naa  been  undue  influence  and  ad- 
vantage, or  'wbara  there  has  been  im- 
position.   {MUM  agt  Wood  53  JSarb., 

2.  A  person  standing  in  the  position  of 
agent  of  both  parties  cannot  execute  a 
mortgage  as  tne  attorney  of  one,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  other.  ( Groenwood 
agt.  Spring,  54  Barb.,  375.) 

3.  The  promise  of  an  agent  of  moitg»> 
gees,  that  he  will  assume  and  allow  a 
payment  made  by  a  tenant  to  a  clerk 
or  servant  of  the  agent  npon  the  bond 
and  mortga^^e,  as  a  good  and  valid 
payment  to  his  principals,  when  he  has 
no  authority  from  bis  princimUs  to 
make  any  snch  promise  on  their  oehalf 
and  he  never  aid  allow  it  or  aecoant 
to  the  mortgagee  for  the  money,  is  bat 
the  individoal  promise  of  the  amnt, 
and  in  no  respect  the  promise  of  the 
morti^agees,  nor  binding  npon  them. 
{Lewis  agt  IngersoU,  1  Keyes  347.) 

4.  Nor  will  snch  promise  estop  the  mort- 
gagees from  insiBtiiifr  that  the  payment 
was  never  made.    (Id.) 

5.  A  payment  of  money  intended  to  be 
applied  upon  bond  and  murtgatfe,  lo  a 
clerk  or  servant  of  ihe  mongairee's 
affent  the  receiver  not  being  an  at^enr, 
clerk  or  servant  of  the  roortgajfet-K, 
and  never  having  acted  as  snch.  !»«  v**i 
in  legal  efl^ct  a  payment  to  the  n.nf^iM 
and  80  a  payment  to  the  mortgagees. 
{Id,) 
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5.  When  an  agent  undertakes  to  act,  or 
do  hid  business  by  or  through  another, 
t  he  acts  of  saoh  other  are  not  the  acts 
of  the  principal,  unless  the  agent 
had  authority  to  employ  or  appoint 
others.    (Id,) 

6.  Acts  merely  mechanical,  an  agent  may 
employ  others  to  perform,  having  first 
determined  that  such  acts  are  necessary 
or  proper  to  be  performed.  But  not  so 
with  acts  inyolying[  the  exercise  of  a 
discretion,  or  anvthinj^of  the  ebaraeter 
of  a  trust,  whicn  is  in  its  natnre  per- 
sonal to  an  agent.    {Id.) 

7.  In  such  oases  the  agent  has  no  right  to 
tam  Uie  prinoipal  over  to  another  of 
whom  he  knows  nothing.  The  maxim 
is,  deUffaUunonpotut  adega/rt*  {Id,) 

8.  The  authority  to  an  agent,  from  a 
principal,  to  receive  money,  is  most 
clearly  a  personal  trust  and  confidence, 
which  cannot  be  delected  without 
eertain  and  plain  anthonty.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  a  mortgage  upon  lands  situated 
in  this  state  is  executed  here—it  not 
appearing  where  it  is  made  payable— 
and  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that 
a  rate  of  interest  cufTerent  from  that 
allowed  by  the  laws  of  New  York  was 
intended  by  the  parties,  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  made 
governs,  as  to  the  rate  of  interest. 
(Id). 


PBOVOST  MABSHAL& 

1.  Provost  marshals  appointed  under  the 
act  of  congress  of  March  3,  1863,  and 
their  deputies,  are  such  officers  as  by 
law  possess  the  power  to  arrest  an  in- 
dividual, where  there  is  j^robable  cause 
for  believing  that  he  is  a  deserter. 
{Hawlof  agt  BvMer^  54  Barb.^  490.) 

G.  A  provost  marshal  is  a  public  officer; 
his  duties  concern  the  public,  and  are 
connected  with  the  administration  and 
execution  of  Justice  and  his  office  bears 
the  same  relation,  in  some  respects,  to 
the  military  courts  that  sheriffs,  mar- 
shals, constables  and  peace  officers  do 
to  the  civil  courts.  His  sets  performed 
by  authority  of  law,  are  done  by  "  due 
process  of  law,"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  5th  article  of  the  amendments  to 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States. 
(Id,) 

3.  In  trying  the  legality  of  acts  done  by 
provost  marshals  ana  their  deputies,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  doty,  great  lati- 
tude should  be  allowed ;  a  public  duly 
being  imposed  upon  them,  for  public 
purposes,  and  they  being  punishable 
for  a  neglect  of  duty  if  they  ful  to  aet, 


in  a  case  where  there  is  sufficient  or 
probable  cause  for  acting.    {Id.) 

4.  The  7th  section  of  the  act  of  congress 
of  March  3,  1863,  (Lawiofihe  United 
StaiUj  1863,  chap.  75,)  which  provides 
*'  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  provost 
marshals  to  arrest  all  deserters  *  *  • 
wherever  they  may  be  found,  and  to 
send  them  to  the  nearest  military  eom- 
mander  or  military  post,''  is,  like  all 
other  statutes  :to  be  reosonably  con- 
strued ;  and  it  being  entirely  silent  as 
to  the  tMM  within  which  the  deserter 
shall  be  sent  to  the  military  post,  the 
officer  is  bound  to  send  him  within 
some  reasonable  period     {Id,) 

5.  What  is  a  reasonable  period  is  gene- 
rally a  question  of  fact,  aependent  upon 
the  exigencies  of  the  case.    {Id,) 

QUANTUM  MBSUIT. 

1.  Under  a  complaint  on  a  qiuuiUmm 
mervxt  for  services  rendered,  where  a 
specific  contract  is  proved  fixing  the 
price  for  the  services,  the  stipulated 
price  becomes  the  qiMntitm  mtmUixk 
the  case.  {Felli^aL  VestvalL^Keyes, 
152.) 

BAILROAD& 

1.  Where  it  appears  from  the  r^oori  of 
commimonen  fir  the  dpprattcU  of 
damoffea  for  taking  property,  that  there 
was  no  irregularity  committed  by  the 
commissioners,  and  no  error  existed 
which  would  authorize  the  court  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings,  this  court  on 
appeal  most  affirm  the  order  confirm- 
ing the  report;  although  affidavits 
were  used  on  the  motion  for  confirma- 
tion of  the  report  to  show  error. 
{Bondout  A  Oewgo  B.  B.  Co.  agt 
Fuld,  ante,  187.) 

2l  If  is  well  settled  that  no  affidavits  can 
be  used  on  a  motion  to  con^rm  the  re- 
port of  the  commissioners,  nor  on  the 
appeal  from  the  order  of  confirmation. 
The  court  in  such  case,  must  act  solely 
on  the  report  of  the  commissioners. 
{Id.) 

3.  It  is  now  pretty  well  settled,  that  a 
receiver  of  a  railroad  corporation,  can- 
not be  properly  appointed  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  stocktiolder  or  a  creditor 
who  hat  no  judgment,  iBamsejf  agt. 
Urie  B.B,  Co.,  ante,  193.) 

4.  Also,  that  the  direeton  of  the  corpo- 
ration, acting  in  good  faith,  have  power 
u>  issue  oonvertiule  bonds  in  the  name 
of  the  corporation  for  the  amounts 
they  may  borrow  to  complete  and  fin- 
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ish,  or  to  operate  the  road,  with  the 
right  to  aathorise  their  oonvernon  into 
stock ;  although  it  increNsesthe  amount 
of  capital  stock  beyond  that  fixed  by 
the  charter.  Consequently  the  right  of 
the  directors  to  istwe  stock  in  eonverticn 
of  such  bctuUf  is  clear.    {Id.) 

5.  No  authority  is  conferred  by  the  stat- 
utes (3  B.  8.,  5  ed.,  762,  $(  40-43 ;  '2id. 
Ut  ed,,  462,  $  33,  $  36)  upon  a  stock- 
holder of  a  corporation,  to  maintain  an 
action  for  the  removal  or  suspension  of 
a  director,    {Id.) 

6.  No  officer  of  a  corporation  should  be 

suspended  from  exercising  his  office, 

except  upon  clear  and  vMitive  proof. 
{Id.)  -«—         /-     ^ 

7.  A  trialj  before  the  Oourtr—'E.  Djlrwik 
Smith,  J.-'ContinKing  a  months  of  the 
Raxsbt  and  FiSK  controversy y  as  to  the 
validity  of  an  election  of  directors  of  the 
AU>any  and  Susquehanna  Railroad 
Companyy  held  on  the  7th  SeptembeTf 
1869,  at  the  city  of  Albany: 

Meid,  that  as  a  matter  of  fact,  found  from 
the  whole  eyidence,  there  was  a  pre- 
oonceived  scheme,  combination,  or  con- 
spiracy by  the  Fisk  party  to  carry  Uie 
election  of  directors  appointed  to  be 
held  at  the  time  and  {uace  aforesaid, 
by  the  use  and  abuse  of  legal  process 
and  proceedings;  and  by  efforts  and 
contrivances  to  prevent  a  fair  election 
of  inspectors^  at  a  stockholders'  meeting 
made  necessary  by  an  injunction  against 
the  inspectors  elected  in  1868,  procured, 
used,  and  served  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
feating the  action  of  those  mspectors : 
with  Uie  concurring  pre-occupation  of 
the  room  where  such  meeting  was  to 
be  held,  with  such  number  of  persons, 
as  utterly  precluded  a  free  and  fair 
meeting  for  the  purpose  of  an  election 
of  directors:  Thererore,  that  the  elec- 
tion held  by  the  inspectors  appointed 
by  the  Fisk  party  was  irregular,  fraud- 
nlent  and  void.  ( The  People  agi.  The 
A Ibany  A  8nsqHehanna  R,  B.  Co,,  ante, 
828.)  '        ^  '    ^ 

8.  That  the  stockholders'  meeting  over 
which  the  Ramsey  party  presided,  was 
the  only  regular,  legal  ana  valid  stock- 
holders' meeting  held  on  the  said  7th 
of  September ;  and  that  the  inspectors 
elected  at  that  meeting  were  lawful 
inspectors,  and  the  election  held  by 
them  for  directors  of  said  corporation 
was  a  legal  and  valid  election.    {Id,) 

9.  And  it  will  be  further  ordered  that 
the  said  directors  so  held  to  be  duly 
elected,  be  let  into  immediate  possession 
of  said  railroad,  and  that  the  receiver 
transfer  to  them  all  the  property  and 

Its  in  his  hands  belonging  to  said 


corporation,  retaining  from  the  moneys 
in  his  hands  all  proper  allownnces  for 
fees,  expenses,  and  other  charges  to  be 
adjusted  by  said  referee.    (/<fO 

10.  It  is  the  law  of  Joint-stock  corpora- 
tions tiiac  a  majority  of  the  stockholders 
in  interest  shaJl  control  in  the  election 

of  its  officers  and  its  management. 

11.  It  is  the  law  and  settled  practice  of 
this  court,  as  it  was  of  the  late  court  of 
chancery,  that  in  ordinary  suits  a  vmm- 
ver  cannot  be  appointed  ex  parte  before 
the  defendant  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard  in  relation  to  his  rights, 
except  in  those  cases  where  he  is  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  conrt,  and 
cannot  oe  tound,  or  where  for  some 
reason  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary 
for  the  court  to  interfere  before  there 
is  time  to  give  notice  to  the  opposite 
party  to  prevent  the  destruction  or  loss 
of  property.    {Id.) 

152.  In  every  case  where  the  court  is  ap- 
pealed to,  to  deprive  the  defendant  of 
the  possession  of  his  property  without  a 
hearing,  or  an  opportunity  to  oppose 
the  application,  tne  particular  tacts 
and  circumstances  which  render  such 
a  summary  proceeding  proper,  should 
be  set  fortn  in  the  complaint  or  petition 
on  which  the  applioaaon  is  founded. 
{Id.) 

13.  Where  an  election  for  directors  of  a 
corporation  is  held  in  distinct  violation 
of  a  injunction^  it  may  be  set  aside  on 
that  ground  on  a  summary  application 
to  the  court,  pursuant  to  tne  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  {Pari  1,  tiiU 
4,  chapter  8,  $5)    (Id.) 

14.  It  is  enough  to  establish  a  delveery  of 
baggage  to  a  common  carrier^  in  the  first 
instanoe,  to  prove  that  a  person  acting 
as  the  <:^ent  of  the  company,  received 
and  accepted  the  property  for  transpor- 
tation, even  if  there  be  in  fact  anouier 
person  who  is  proved  to  be  the  actual 
agent  having  onarge  of  the  receipt  of 
freight.  {Bogers  agt.  itong  Island  B. 
B,  Oo.f  ante,  289.) 

15.  Where  the  ticket  agent  is  apparently 
in  charge  of  the  depot,  the  company 
which  sanctions  his  employment,  an^ 
thus  holds  him  out  to  tne  world  as  its 
agent,  is  not  at  liberty  to  repudiate  his 
acts ;  especially  in  accepting  the  deliv 
ery  of  oaggage  for  transportation  by 
the  company.    {Id.)  % 

16.  Where  a  petition  and  application  to 
a  county  judge,  under  the  act  of  1869, 
for  the  purpose  of  bonding  a  town  for  a 
certain  sum,  to  aid  in  the  constmctioD 
of  a  railroad,  purports  to  be  signed  by 
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a  majority  of  the  tax  pajen  of  the 
town,  whose  names  appeared  on  the 
last  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment 
roll  of  said  town,  in  porsnance  of  the 
pruvision  of  saia  act,  no  tax  payer 
tbos  cousentinff,  hy  his  signature,  to 
the  object  of  the  application,  after  a 
knowledge  of  all  tne  facta,  can  ever 
vithdraw  tuck  eonaeni.  {Matter  of  the 
Taxpayert  of  OreenCf  ante,  515.) 

17.  Where  in  an  action  to  dissolve  a 
railroad  corporation,  the  fact  of  in- 
solvency and  snspension  of  business 
ior  a  number  of  vears  is  admitted  in 
the  answer,  the  liw  admits  no  excuse 
for  the  forfeiture,  nor  is  any  explana- 
tion available.  The  judgment  of  for- 
feiture, given  in  sncn  a  case,  may 
direct  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of 
the  corporation :  notwitstanding  section 
444  of  the  Code  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the  attomev-^neral,  immediately  af- 
ter the  renaition  of  such  iudgment,  to 
institute  proceedings  for  tnat  purpose. 
That  provision  of  the  Code  was  in- 
tended to  cover  the  case  where  no 
reoeiTer  was  appointed  in  the  judgment, 
but  does  not  prevent  the  court  from 
rendering  complete  and  perfect  relief 
in  and  by  the  judgment  itself.  {People 
act.  Northern  B.  B.   Oo.^  53  Barb.^ 

18.  Where  under  the  act  of  1866,  author- 
izing certain  towns  to  subscribe  for  the 
stocK  of  a  railroad  company,  a  sufficient 
number  of  the  tax  payers  of  the  town 
do  not  sign  a  consent  except  upon  con- 
dition Uiat  the  road  shall  run  m  a  oer* 
tain  direction : 

Beld,,  that  if  the  condition  annexed  to 
the  consent  so  given  rendered  the  same 
invalid ;  it  was  made  valid  by  a  sub- 
sequent statute,  passed  in  1868,  which 
declared,  in  suMtance,  that  consents 
obtained  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of 
1866  should  be  valid  and  effectual  for 
all  purposes  for  which  they  were 
authorized  to  be  given,  and  should  not 
be  invalidated  or  avoided,  or  in  any 
manner  affected,  by  reason  of  certain 
specified  matters  ^'or  for  any  other 
error,  irregularity,  omission  or  defect,** 
provided  a  majority  of  the  tax  payers 
should  have  actually  signed  or  executed 
snoh  consents.  {PeopU  agt  Claris  53 
Barb.,  171). 

Beid,  alio,  that  in  an  action  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  |)eople,  asainst  the 
commissioners  appointed  nnaer  the  act 
of  1866  to  subscribe  for  the  stock  of 
the  railroad  company  therein  men- 
tioned, on  behalf  of  a  town,  to  refltrain 
such  commissioners  from  executing  or 
issuing  or  disposing  of  any  bonds  of 
town,  in  payment  for  stock  sub- 


scriptions, &€.,  the  railroad  company 
was  a  necessary  party.    (Id,) 

19.  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  compa- 
ny, by  administrators,  to  recover  dcun- 
ages  lor  the  death  of  their  intestate, 
caused  by  the  alleged  wrongful  act, 
neglect,  &c.  of  the  defendant,  the 
JuGge  charged  the  jury  that  persons  ap- 

Eroaching  a  railroad  in  plain  sight  are 
ound  to  look  and  see  if  any  train  is 
coming ;  that  if  they  look  up  and  down 
the  road  as  men  of^  ordinary  prudence 
would  do  in  traveling  near  a  railroad, 
and  are  not  negligent,  the  plaintifls,  in 
an  action  against  a  railroad  company, 
for  damages,  are  entitled  to  recover,  if 
the  persons  in  charge  of  the  railroad 
were  negligent: 

Beld,  that  this  was  a  correct  statement 
of  the  rule  in  respect  to  the  conduct  of 
aplaintiff,  in  sucn  cases.  {Baventngti 
Brie  Bailway  Company  53  Barb.  3SS.) 

20.  It  is  not  a  question  of  law  how  far  a 
man  should  look,  in  such  a  case,  but  he 
must  use  his  eyes  and  bis  ears,  in  view 
of  the  circumstances,  as  men  of  ordi- 
narv  prudence  would  do  in  like  cases. 
Ana  tnis  rule  is  one  for  the  jury  to  ap< 
ply.    {Id.) 

21.  It  is  not  error  for  a  judge  to  refuse  to 
charge  that  **  it  mattered  not  whether 
the  toH  was  rung  the  distance  of  eighty 
rods,  if  it  was  rung  far  enough  from 
the  crossing  to  warn  passers  by. " 
The  statute  naving  provided  that  thi^^ 
'*  for  enough  to  warn  passers  by  " — shall 
be  eighty  rods,  the  jury  have  no  right 
to  change  the  rule  as  thus  fixed    {IcL) 

S23.  A  railroad  company,  on  purchasing 
landj  has  the  right  to  pay  a  part  of  the 
consideration  therefor,  by  keeping 
open  portions  of  the  same  as  public 
streets.  Hence  a  condition  in  the  deed 
that  certain  portions  of  the  land  con- 
veyed shall  be  kept  open  as  publio 
streets,  is  not  void  as  imposing  a  duty 
or  trust  upon  the  corporation  incon- 
sistent with  its  business,  and  outside 
of  the  objects  for  which  it  was  formed. 
{Tiniham  agt.  JSrie  Bailway  Co.,  53 
Bar6.,  393). 

23.  A  railroad  companV|  whatever  acts 
it  may  have  done  within  our  territory, 
dwells  in  the  place  of  its  creation,  and 
if  not  chartered  by  this  state,  it  is  a 
foreign  corporation— a  citizen  of  another 
Btate — and   its  citizenship  cannot  be 

auestioned,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
le  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
courts  over  an  action  brought  against 
it.  {Fist  agt.  Chicago  dc,  B.  JS.  Co., 
SiBajib.,  472.) 

24.  W.  and  the  East  Biver  Ferry  Com 
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nmiiY  ciaimed  title  to  a  certain  fttrip  of 
land  lyiiif^  between  First  ayenae  and 
the  Eiwt  river  ferry,  in  the  city  of  New 
York  a8  assignees  of  a  grant  from  the 
corporation  of  the  city  to  the  Farmers' 
Loan  and  Trust  Company.    By  that 
grant  certain  lands  under  water,  east 
of  First  avenue,  except  a  space  of  100 
feet  in  width  eastward  from  First  ave- 
nue,  in  continoation  of  34th  street 
were  conveyed  to  the  grantees,  ana 
the  latter  covenanted  that  they  wonld, 
within  three  months  after  being  re> 
quired  ^to  do  so,  by  the  grantora,  at 
tneir  own  expense,  build  and  erect  a 
wharf,  avenue  or  street,  100  feet  in 
width,  from  First  a  venae  to  avenae 
A,  and  that  they  woald  keep  in  good 
order  said  street,  wharf  and  arenoe 
embraced  in  said  100  feet,  and  that  it 
should  thereafter  continue  to  be  a  pub- 
lic street  of  the  city.    Under  this  con- 
yeyanoe  W.  and  the  ferry  company 
had  been  for  several  months,  and  at 
the  commencement  of  this  action  still 
were,  engaged  in  filling  in  the  land 
owned  by  them,  aiiyaoent  to  the  said 
100  feet,  as  well  as  said  space  of  100 
feet,  and  in  oonstmcting  a  sewer  aorosi 
the  same,  and  were  preparing  to  mde 
and  pave   said   space.     Althoagn   no 
proceedings  had  ever  been  taken  bv 
the  city  corporation   to  lav  out  34tn 
street  as  a  public  street,  from    First 
avenue  to  the  ferry-house,  the  strip  of 
land  between  those  points  had  been  so 
&r  filled  out  and  graded  as  to  be  con* 
stantiv  used  by  the  public,  in  going  to 
and  from  the  ferry,  and  for  common 
highway  purposes,  generally.     Two 
railway  companies  having  the  right, 
under  their  respective  charters  and  the 
permission  of  the  corporation  of  the 
city,  to  extend  their  tracks  across  the 
strip  of  land  ia  question,  commenced, 
on  different  days,  laying,  constructing 
and  extending  tneir  respective  tracks  in 
and  through  34th  street,  and  in  con- 
tinuation thereof,  across  the  said  strip, 
between  First  avenue  and  the  East 
river  ferry : 

Held,  1.  That  34th  street,  or  the  strip  of 
land  in  question,  having  been  at  the  time 
when  the  railroad  companies  commenced 
constructing  and  extending  their  tracks 
in  and  through  it,  so  far  filled  out  and 
graded  as  to  oe  constantly  used  by  the 
public  as  a  street,  those  companies  had 
a  right,  so  far  as  the  plaintiffs  were 
oonoerned,  to  construct  and  extend 
their  several  tracks  through  and  over 
34th  street,  or  the  strip  of  land  in 
question,  as  fetr  easterly  as  the  grading 
or  the  condition  of  the  street  or  strip  of 
land  would  permit.  ( Waterbury  agt. 
Dry  Dock,  East  Broadtoay,  Ac,,  B.  R. 
Chmpany,  54  Ba/rb,^  388.) 


2.  That  the  legal  title  to  the  strip  of 
land  in  question  was  not  in  the  plain- 
tiffs,  or  in  either,  and  neither  had  any 
beneficial  interest  in  the  soil  thereof. 
(Id.) 

3.  That  considering  that  such  strip  of 
land  was  already  devoted  to  the  public 
nse,  it  did  not  saffidentlv  appear  that 
the  devotion  of  it  to  an  additional  pub- 
lic nse  by  the  constenction  and  oper- 
ation of  a  railroad,  or  railroads,  upon 
or  through  it,  would  appreciably  injure 
either  of  the  plaintiffs,  by  interfering 
with  the  filling  up,  or  the  grading,  or 
the  construction  of  the  sewer,  so  as  to 
authorise  an  infnnction  at  their  suit, 
on  the  ground  of  each  interference. 

(Id.) 

A.  That  eyen  though  the  plaintiffs 
might  snffer  some  slight  damage,  or 
inc<Nivenience,  from  such  interference, 
still,  considering  that  ail  railroads 
most  be  deemed  to  be  oonstmcted  and 
operated  for  public  use,  an  injunction 
ought  not  to  be  sustained,  where  the 
abuity  of  either  railroad  company  to 
pay  any  damages  that  might  be  re- 
eovereo  in  an  action  at  law  was  not 
questioned.    {Id,) 

5.  That  as  between  the  two  railroad 
companies,  both  haying  the  right  to 
extend  their  tracks  in  and  through  34th 
street  to  the  ferry,  until  one  of  them 
had  actually  commenced  taking  a 
qualified  posseesion  of  the  center  or 
middle  of  34th  street,  by  locating  and 
oonstmcting  their  extension  thereoi, 
either  had  the  right  to  make  its  exten- 
sion there,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other 
from  that  particular  location.    (Id.) 

6k  That  the  company  which  first 
actually  took  a  ^ualifiea  possession  ck 
the  center  or  middle  of  tne  street,  or 
strip  of  land,  by  locating  and  con- 
structing their  extension  for  a  pan  of 
the  distance  until  interfered  with  by 
the  agents  or  servants  of  the  other 
company,  acquired  the  right  to  com- 
plete  the  construction  of,  and  to  oper- 
ate, their  extension,  to  the  ferry,  or  as 
near  to  it  as  the  condition  of  the  street 
or  strip,  and  the  convenient  operation 
of  the  ferry,  would  permit,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  right  of  the  other  com- 
pany to  interfere,  in  any  way,  with 
the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
first  mentioned  company's  extension  as 
ihMt  located,    (Id.) 

25.  Railroad  companies  cannot  escape 
responsibility  for  using  defective  carri- 
ages, by  borrowing  them  from  one  an- 
other. Case  of  Brown  agt  2^  BuJuU 
and  State  Line  Batlroad  Company,  (22 
If.  Y.,  191)  commented  on.  wetter  agt 
N,  r,  and  H.  B.  B.  Co.,  2  Keyet,  15I.J 
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BAP& 

i.  In  an  action  to  recover  dama^^es  for 
an  assault  upon  the  plaintiff  with  in- 
tent to  commit  a  rape  apon  her,  the 
proof  to  aastain  the  action  mast  be  of 
the  same  nature  and  degree  as  it  the 
d«tfciidant  were  on  trial  apon  an  in- 
dictment for  an  attempt  to  commit  a 
rape,  and  the  case  shoald  be  tried  upon 
the  same  principles.  In  such  an  action, 
any  evidenc  toTepel  the  allegation  oi 
Jvrce — ^to  show  consent,  or  that  no  rio- 
lence  was  done  or  designed  to  the  will 
of  the  plaintiff— is  uecessarilj  admissi- 
ble, as  tending  to  disprove  the  very 
body  of  the  crime.  [Oroatman  ftgt. 
Bradley,  53  Barby  125.; 


RECEIPT. 

1.  Where  a  party  gives  a  receipt  in  wri- 
ting, and  knows,  at  the  time  oe  ie  giT- 
ing  it,  that  the  same  is  antrae  (as  in 
the  case  of  a  receipt  ezpreesed  to  be 
of  cash  when  notes  are  given  in  lieu;, 
he  gives  it  with  the  i:^nderstanding  that 
it  may  be  acted  apon  and  osed  against 
him  b^  third  persons  without  notice, 
as  if  it  were  trne.    {Baker  agt.  Union 

i.  N.  A,  144.) 


Zr(/e  Ing,  Co.j  6  Abb, 


.) 


2.  C.  transferred  to  E.  a  note  payable 
to  bearer,  drawn  by  J.  P.  A.  and  in- 
dorsed by  W.  S.  A.,  and  took  E.'s  re- 
ceipt for  it,  agreeing  "  to  account  for 
the  same  on  demana."  In  an  action 
by  £.  a^inst  the  maker  and  indorser, 
the  receipt  was  introduced  as  evidence 
to  establish  that  title  to  the  note 
was  not  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was 
a  contract  of  bailment;  and  testimony 
of  both  C.  and  E.,  offered  to  prove 
what  was  the  nature  of  the  contract 
between  C.  and  E.,  and  what  the  con- 
sideration of  the  'transfer,  was  ex- 
cluded : 

MM,  that  the  receipt  was  not  in  itself  a 
contract  of  bailment,  and  that  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  parol  testimony  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  to  prove  its 
nature  was  erroneous.  (jBaton  agt. 
Aiffer,  2  Keyat,  41.) 

BECEIVEB. 

1.  Where  one  is,  by  a  deeree  of  the  court, 
declared  to  be  a  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion, and  substantially  or  in  effect  to  be 
li  trustee  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
he  will,  by  subsequently  accepting  the 
office  of  reoeiver  of  the  same  property, 
be  deemed  to  have  assumed  tne  duties 
and  responsibilities  of  rach  oflBce,  un- 
qualified or  unmodified  by  the  circum- 


stance that  he  had  previously  been  de- 
clared to  be  a  mortgagee  in  possession, 
or  by  the  fact  that  ne  claimed  the  de- 
cree to  be  erroneous,  and  that  be  was 
and  might  finally  be  held  to  be,  the  ab- 
solute owner.  {BqIUi  agt  Ihtf,  54 
Barb.y  2i5.) 

2.  Having  been  appointed  receiver,  ani 
aooeptM  the  appointment,  his  relations, 
claims  and  interests  as  an  individual, 
must  not  be  permitted  to  interfere  with 
his  duties  as  receiver,  or  with  the  par- 
pose  or  interests  for  which  he  was  ap- 
pointed.   {Id.) 

3.  His  duty  as  receiver,  is  to  increase 
the  surplus  beyond  what  shall  be  found 
due  him  as  mortgagee,  by  getting  as 
large  a  rental  as  he  reasonably  can  for 
the  trust  property ;  and  on  his  applying 
to  the  court,  as  receiver,  for  authority 
to  have  it  leased,  it  is  his  doty  to  lay 
before  the  court  all  (he  iaformation  he 
has,  or  can  with  reasonable  diligence 
acquire,  as  to  the  sitoation  and  value 
of  the  trost  property.    {Id,) 

4.  If  such  receiver  applies  to  the  court 
for  an  order  authorising  him  to  lease 
the  premises  for  a  term  of  years,  with 
a  motive  or  purpose  inconsistent  with 
his  doty  and  position  as  receiver,  and 
an  order  granting  such  authority  is 
made  by  the  ooart^  inadvertently,  with- 
out careful  scrutiny,  and  further  in- 
quiry, b^  a  reference  or  otherwi*,  as 
to  toe  situation  and  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  propriety  of  making  the 
order,  the  order  should  be  reversed. 
{Id.) 

5.  If  the  lease  executed  by  the  receiver, 
under  such  an  order,  is  declared  void, 
it  will  be  with  a  reservation  to  the 
lessee  of  the  right  to  occupy  the  prem- 
iser  for  one  year  firom  the  date  of  his 
lease.    {Id,) 

6.  The  receiTcr  of  an  insolvent  coroora- 
tion  cannot  by  sale  or  otherwise  divest 
himself  of  his  trust  powers.  Sencef 
upon  the  sale  by  the  receiver  of  the  as- 
sets of  such  insolvent  corporation,  the 
purchaser  acquires  no  right  of  action 
against  a  former  trustee  of  snch  insol- 
vent corporation,  to  require  hisi  as 
such  trustee  to  account  for  any  assets 
of  such  corporatioo  remaining  in  his 
hands.  {MannagL  FairchUdSfX Keyu, 

loe.) 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession 
of  real  property,  on  the  ground  that 
judicial  proceedings  by  wfiich  the  title 
of  plaintiff's  ancestor  was^ apparently 
divested,  and  the  lands  transferred  to 
the  defendant's  ancestor,  were  void  for 
fraud,  mistake,  and  want  of  jurisdio^ 
tion,  the  court  naving  power  to  appoin 
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a  reoeiver  and  g^Dt  an  ininnction  to 
preserve  the  property^  and  the  proceeds 
of  it  pending  the  litigation.  ISodgen 
agU  MarskcUl,  6  Abb.  N,  S.,  157.) 

8.  These  provisional  remedies  should  be 
granted  where  it  is  shown  upon  the 
plaintiff's  application  therefor,  in  snch 
a  case,  that  the  defendants  are  irre- 
sponsible, that  they  are  collecting  rents 
which  they  are  unable  to  refund,  and 
will  probably  be  lost  if  they  are  not 
restrained,  and  that  the  premises  are 
in  a  minons  condition  by  reason  of 
their  neglect,  and  will  oontinne  to  de- 
teriorate.   (Id,) 

BEFEBEES  AND  BEFEBENCE. 

1.  A  compulsory  reference,  under  subdi- 
vision I  of  section  271  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  may  be  ordered,  whenever 
It  appears  that  the  trial  of  any  one  of 
the  istfues  will  involve  the  examination 
of  a  long  account,  although  the  deter* 
mination  of  some  other  issue  may  ren- 
der it  unnecessary  to  try  the  first- 
named  issue  at  aU.  iBatchelior  agt. 
Albany  City  Ins,  Co„  6  Abb.  Jf.  8.^ 
240.) 

2.  Whether  the  whole  of  the  issues  shall 
be  referred,  or  the  taking  of  the  ac- 
count merely,  and  whether  the  account 
shall  be  taken  before  the  trial  of  the 
other  issues,  or  after,  are  matters  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court  at  the  special 
or  the  trial  term,  to  be  governed  by 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  eaon 
case.    {Id.) 

3.  If  there  is  any  evidence  laid  before 
the  court,  below  that  the  examination 
of  a  lonff  account  will  be  re<;[uired,  and 
that  evidence  is  uncontradicted,  or  if 
there  is  a  conflict  of  proofs  created  by 
counter-affidavits,  then  the  determina- 
tion of  the  court  below  must  be  held 
final  and  conclusive : 

Beldy  therefore,  that  an  action  brought 
for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  insured 
by  an  insurance  policy,  in  which  the 
proofs  of  loss  consist  of  numerous 
Items,  may  be  referred.    {Id.) 

4.  The  adjnd^d  cases,  and  the  history  of 
the  legislation  upon  this  subject  smoe 
the  first  publication  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes, — reviewed.    {Id. 

5.  In  an  action  at  law,  after  the  plaintiffs 
have  closed  their  case,  it  is  discreHon- 
ary  with  the  referees  whether  to  allow 
them  to  open  it  and  introduce  evidence 
not  rebutting,  but  competent  and  prop- 
er, in  the  firet  iustHnce,  to  make  out 
their  case ;  and  their  decision  on  this 
point  is  not   subject  to   review  on  ap- 


peal.   {FUlden  agt  Ldhau,  ^Abb.  JT. 
a,  341.) 

6.  In  an  action  to  dissolve  the  partner^ 
ship  and  distribute  the  assets,  it  is 
prematnre  to  require  the  referee  to  take 
and  state  the  account  between  the  par- 
ties before  the  assets  have  been  sola  by 
the  receiver  so  that  their  value  may  be 
ascertained.  ( TYufaiU  agt.  MerrUl.  6 
Abb.  If.  8.,  462.) 

7.  After  a  referee  has  imported,  although 
he  does  not  pass  upon  all  the  questions 
referred  to  him,  he  is  JyndMt  officio  ;^ 
and  it  is  not  incompetent  for  the  court 
to  appoint  a  new  referee  as  to  such  un- 
determined questions,  instead  of  set- 
ting him  in  motion  again..    {Id.) 

8.  Where  a  referee,  in  his  report,  entirely 
ignores  the  principal,  if  not  the  only 
inue  in  the  case,  and  no  judgment  can 
be  properly  rendered  until  such  issue 
is  decided,  the  ludgment  entered  upon 
his  report  will  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered.  {CoUvu  agt.  Clark.  M 
Barb.  184.) 

9.  Thus  where,  in  an  action  to  compel 
the  defendants  to  account  for  and  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  certain  profits  realises 
by  them  as  stock  brokers,  on  the  pur- 
cnase  and  sale  of  stocks  for  him,  to- 
gether with  money  deposited  by  the 
plaintiff  with  them,  by  way  of  security 
or  margin,  and  for  a  loss  occasioned  by 
their  neglect  and  refusal  to  sell  when 
ordered  to  do  so,  the  only  disputed 
question,  and  the  principal  issue  in  the 
case  was,  whether  the  \)lainiiff  direc- 
ted the  defendants  to  sell,  on  a  particu- 
lar day,  at  a  specified  price ;  and  tiie 
referee,  in  his  report,  took  no  notice 
of  that  issue : 

Heldj  that  as  no  judgment  could  be  ren- 
dered until  Bucn  issue  was  decided,  it 
was  a  proper  case  for  a  new  tnsL 

{Id.) 

10.  A  referee  found,  as  matter  of  fact| 
that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  2d  of  Jnlyi 
1864,  shipped  to  the  defendants  3,880 
bushels  of  oats,  the  property  of  tlie 
plaintiff;  that  the  defendants  received 
the  oats,  sold  them  for  $3,225  67,  after 
deducting  chaiges  and  commissions, 
and  refused,  upon  demand,  to  pay  such 
proceeds  to  the  plaintiff: 

JSieldf  that  this  made  out  a  clear  cause 
of  action,  and  warranted  a  couclnsioin 
of  law  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitied  to 
recover.  {Adee  agt  Dewufrett,  54  Barb, 
433.) 

Seld^  alto,  that  the  plaintiff  havinfl:  given 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  tbti  oats 
in  question  were  his  property,  and  the 
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defendants  having  giTen  evidence 
tending  to  disprove  the  plaintiff's  case, 
and  to  show  that  the  oats  helonged  to 
thnm,  and  to  make  oat  a  defense  to  the 
action ;  and  the  referee  havins  believed 
ihf)  plaintiff's  witnesses,  and  found  in 
hJH  iavor  upon  the  facts,  and  thus  by 
implication  negatived  the  defense ;  the 
report  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not 
oi\\y  an  express  finding,  upon  the  facts, 
in  his  favor,  but  was  in  legal  effect  a 
finding  against  the  defendants,  that  the 
defense  was  not  established  and  that 
no  facts  were  proved  by  them  which 
warranted  a  nnding  in  their  favor 
upon  tiie  whole  issue.    (Jd) 

11.  Before  the  court  can  reverse 'a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  the  referee,  in  saoh 
a  case,  it  muBt,  upon  a  review  of  the 
testimony,  come  to  the  coadasion  that 
his  finding  upon  the  facts  is  against 
the  clear  weight  of  the  evidence,  pre- 
cisely as  it  would  hold — if  the  case  had 
been  tried  by  a  jury,  and  their  verdict 
upon  the  same  facts  was  for  the  plain- 
tiff— that  such  verdict  was  not  war- 
ranted by  the  evidence.    {Id.) 

12.  The  plaintiff  having  proved  that  the 
precise  quantity  of  oats  mentioned  in 
the  report  had  been  delivered  by  him 
at  the  warehonse  of  H.,  the  shipper,  at 
or  befoie  the  time  of  the  shinment  of 
sach  oats,  and  he  prodncing  tne  ship- 
ping bill  of  said  oats,  signed  by  H.,  show* 
ing  the  shipment  of  that  quantitv  of 
oats  on  board  a  canal  boat  ownea  by 
H.,  and  others,  for  and  on  account  of 
the  plaintiff 's  consignee,  to  the  care  of 
the  defendants : 

Held^  that  these  facts  clearly  established, 
prima  facie^  at  least,  that  the  oats  in 
questions  wera  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  had  been  received  by  the 

.  defendants  as  his  consignees,  or  for  his 
use  and  benefit.    (Jd.) 

14.  Of  these  oats  the  defendent  proved 
that  1,253  bushels  wero  not  in  fact  the 
identical  oats  deliverod  hj  the  pluntiff 
to  H.,  and  placed  in  store  in  his  ware- 
house, but  were  in  fact  other  oats  pur- 
chased by  W.  with  money  obtained 
np<m  drahs  drawn  by  him  on  the  de- 
fendants : 

Heldj  that  upon  the  proofs  the  referee 
was  warranted  in  nnding  that  1,253 
bushels  of  the  plaintiff^s  oats  were 
lent  to  W.  and  used  by  him ;  and  that 
of  the  oats  shipped  to  the  defendants 
the  same  number  of  bushels  were  re- 
ceived and  taken  from  W.'s  oats  in  re- 
turn lor,  or  repayment  of,  the  oats  so 
lent,    (/d) 

15.  That  upon  these  facts  there  was  no 
reasonable  ground  of  doubt  that  H.  & 


W.  were  jointly  interested  in  the  oper- 
ation of  buying  and  shipping  oats,  and 
that  H.  did,  therefore,  m  Dorrowin^ 
and  paying  oats,  in  their  common 
business  and  for  toeir  common  benefit, 
bind  both  parties.    (Id.) 

16.  That  H.,  therefore,  might  lawfullv, 
with  W.*s  assent,  pav  these  1,253  bush- 
els of  oats  to  the  plaintiff,  and  mi^ht 
lawfnllv  ship  them  for  him,  and  give 
and  maKe  a  oill  of  lading,  or  shipping 
bill,  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff.  And 
that  the  referee  might  find  that  such 
were  the  facts,  and  such  the  true  trans- 
action.   (Id.) 

17.  Upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  re- 
feree, or  a  single  judge,  the  court  re- 
views the  facts  as  well  as  the  law,  and 
upon  the  same  principles  which  govern 
the  review  of  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 
(Id.) 

18.  Upon  a  reference  to  ascertain  what, 
if  any,  damages  defendants  have  sus- 
tained in  conseauence  of  an  injunction^ 
it  is  the  duty  oi  the  party  claiming  to 
have  sustained  damages,  to  establish 
the  fact,  and  the  amount,  by  satisfac- 
tory proof  Dwiaht  agt.  Northern  /i»- 
diana  RJEL  Oo.^  54  Bwrh.^  271.} 

19.  If  he  fkils  to  do  so,  and  the  referee, 
upon  the  evidence,  finds  that  no  dam- 
ages have  been  sustained,  his  report 
will  not  be  disturbed,  on  exceptions. 

(ia.) 

RELEASE. 

1.  Where  the  defendant  by  fraudulent 
representation  procured  ptaintifis  to  re- 
lease their  mortgage  lien  upon  certain 
premises,  and  before  discovery  of  the 
fraud  the  title  to  said  premises  had 
been  so  conveyed  that  tne  lien  could 
not  be  restored,  the  plaintiffs  will  be 
entitled  to  jndgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  amount  of  the  lien  so 
released.  {JStMnvM  agt  Rowellf.  1 
JTeysf,  240.) 

REMOVAL  TO  V.S.  COURTS. 

1.  Joint  stock  associations  existent  in 
this  state,  exereising  such  privileges  as 
are  given  them  by  the  statutes  of  this 
state,  and  suing  or  being  sued,  in  the 
name  of  their  president  or  secretary,  as 
to  all  questions  relating  to  parties  to 
suits  in  or  to  be  removeainto  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  are  to  be  rraard- 
ed  as  under  the  same  rules  as  apply  in 
such  eases  to  corporationa  {Fmye  agt 
Jfc  VickeTt  anUy  1.) 

2.  Where  such  joint  stock  association  hat 
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brought  BCtion  in  »  oonrt  of  this  state 
in  the  name  of  its  president,  andappli- 
cation  is  made  by  tne  defendant,  a  citi- 
len  of  another  state,  to  remove  the 
same  into  the  circuit  coort  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  nnder  the  acts  of  congress 
of  1789  and  March,  1867,  sach  applica- 
tion caimot  be  defeated  npon  the  groond 
that  soma  of  the  stockholders  of  the 
joint  stock  association  are  citiiens  of 
the  state  of  which  the  defeudant  is  also 
a  citisen.  The  character  of  sach  joint 
stock  associations,  in  corporate  aspect 
considered.    (Id,) 

3.  Where  a  special  term  of  the  supreme 
coarthas  granted  an  order  removing 
a  caose  onder  the  acts  of  canf^naM  re- 
ferred to  into  the  U.  S.  cirooit  conit, 
d^,  is  sQoh  an  order  appealable  to  the 
general  term  f  This  qoettion  also  con- 
sidered.   (Id,) 

4.  The  act  of  congress  of  1789,  provia* 
ing  for  the  rewuyval  of  caoses  m>m  the 
state  to  the  United  States  ooarta,  does 
not  apply  where  both  the  parties  are 
non-residents  of  the  state.  [Smiik  agt. 
ByMer,  ante,  192. 

5.  Where  a  plaintiiF,on  an  application 
by  the  defendants  to  remove  the  action 
to  the  circait  court  of  the  United  States, 
showed  that  he  had  had  a  domioll  in 
Boston  for  several  years;  that  last 
year  he  purchased  a  house  there,  and 
there  his  family  resided ;  he  cooiing  to 
the  city  of  Kew  York  for  the  purposes 
of  his  business,  and  returning  to  his 
home,  in  Boston,  at  intervals  as  his 
occupation  permitted: 

Meldf  that  he  was  to  be  deemed  a  citisen 
of  Massachusetts.  {Fitk  agt.  Chicago 
^.,  B.  JB.  Go.,  53  Barb.,  472.) 

6.  The  inference  as  to  citisenship  is 
Btrenffthened,  m  sach  a  case,  by  the 
fact  Diat  the  party  has  not  voted  in 
this  state,  but  nas  done  so  regularly  in 
another  state,  since  he  took  up  his 
domicil  there  several  years  ago.    (1(2.) 

7.  What  fMsts  will  be  deemed  sufficient 
to  show  that  a  party  has  not  changed 
his  residence  m>m  another  state  to 
thisf    (Id,) 

8.  Presumptively,  dtizenship  of  a  defend- 
ant in  another  state,  being  once  estab- 
lished, still    continues;    and    if    the 

auestipn  as  to  a  change  of  it  be  in 
oubt,  the  doubt  must  be  resolved 
against  the  plaindffs,  upon  whom  is 
the  burthen  of  overcoming  the  pre- 
sumption.   (Id,) 

9.  The  object,  and  the  effect  of  the 
statutes  of  this  state,  passed  in  1853  and 
1855,  requiring  corporations  created  by 
other   states,  and   doing  business, in 


New  York,  to  appoint  an  agent  here, 
to  receive  service  of  process  against 
such  corporations,  were  to  prevent  our 
citisens  bein^  forced  to  bring  a  suit 
against  a  forei^  corporation  transact- 
ing business  within  our  territory,  and 
to  afford  them  a  method  of  commeodng 
a  suit  here,  a^inst  such  foreign  com- 
pany ;  but  without  m  any  way  cutting 
off  the  right  of  such  company,  after 
being  regularly  sued  in  our  courts,  to 
remove  Uie  litigation  to  the  courts  of 
the  United  States.    (Id.) 

10.  A  railroad  companv,  whatever  acts 
it  mav  have  done  within  our  territory, 
dwells  in  the  place  of  its  creation,  and 
if  not  chartered  by  this  state,  it  is  a 
foreign  corporation — a  citisen  of  another 
state— «nd  its  citizenship  cannot   be 

auestioned,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
le  jurisdiction  of  the  United  states 
courts  over  an  action  brought  against 
it.    (Id.) 

11.  Unless  all  the  plaintiffs  be  citizens  of 
the  state  in  whose  court  the  action  is 
brought  and  all  the  defendants  citizens 
of  a  state  other  than  that,  the  action 
cannot  be  removed  to  a  federal  court, 
nnder  the  judiciary  act  of  1789.    (Id,) 

12.  Where  it  appeared  that  in  one  of 
two  suits  sought  to  be  removed,  the 
plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  this  state ;  in 
the  other  the  plaintiffs  were  citizens, 
one  of  this  state,  and  the  otheie  of 
other  states;  and  in  both  cases  the 
defendants  consisted  partly  of  citizens 
of  Ihis  state  and  partly  of  citisens  of 
other  states: 

Hdd,  that  the  actions  could  not  be  re- 
moved, nnder  that  act.    (Id.) 

13.  The  acts  of  congress  of  1866  and 
1867,  in  relation  to  the  removal  of 
causes  from  state  oourts  to  United 
States  courts,  commented  on  and  oon- 
■traed.    (Id,) 

SEWABD. 


1.  L.  having  been  convicted  of  a  felony, 
filed  exceptions  and  sued  out  a  ctr- 
tiorary  and  being  at  larse  on  bail,  he 
left  the  state  and  failed  to  appear  to 
receive  sentence.  The  defendant,  who 
was  one  of  his  bail,  thereupon  executed 
a  writing  offering  a  reward  of  $250  to 
any  person  who  should  take  and  safely 
lodge  L.  in  the  Elmira  jail,  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  sheriff  of  Chemung  county. 
The  latter  pursned  L.  to  Illinois,  and 
there,  under  a  requisition  from  the 
governor  of  this  state,  arrested  L.  and 
lodged  him  in  the  jail  at  Elmira: 
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ffeldf  that  an  action  would  lie  against 
the  defendants,  to  recover  the  reward 
offered  by  him.    {Orvg  agL  Pierce,  53 

ffeld,  aleoy  that  the  fact  that  the  plaintifT, 
was  sheriff,  or  that  the  reqaisition 
upon  the  governor  of  Illinois  described 
him  as  sheriff,  added  nothing  to  his 
authority  under  the  requisition,  and 
that  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  made 
the  arrest  as  a  private  citizeui  merely, 
and  not  as  sheriff.    (Id,) 

2.  And  that  the  statute  prohibiting 
sheriflb  or  other  officers  to  whom  fees 
are  allowed  by  law  for  any  service, 
fiom  taking  or  receiving  any  other  or 
greater  fee  or  reward,  for  services 
rendered,  than  such  as  are  allowed  by 
law.  when  construed  according  to  its 
spirit  and  meaning,  did  not  aneot  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover  such  reward. 

iza.) 

RIGHTS  OF  PB0PEBT7. 

1.  ITie  rights  of  an  individual  in  regard 
to  his  property  should  be  respected; 
and  even  public  officers  are  not  at  lib- 
erty to  duregard  such  rights,  unless 
there  is  a  clear  and  urgent  necessity 
therefor,  to  subserve  an  important  and 
pressing  public  necessity.  {Hiekt  agt 
Som,  Si  Barb.,  172.) 

%  To  Justify  a  material  Injury  to,  or 
destruction  of,  the  property  of  an  in- 
•  dividual,  there  must  exist  a  presshiff 
necessity,  both  in  regard  to  the  work 
to  be  performed,  ana  the  manner  of 
execntmg  it.    {Id.) 

SALE  AND  DEIJVEBT. 

1.  Plaintiffs   sold  to  one    Patterson  a 

auantity  of  flour  for  cash,  delivering 
le  same  on  board  vessels  to  be  shipped 
through  defendants,  to  their  house  in 
I^verpool,  for  nJe.  Patterson  fiuled 
to  pay  for  the  floor  in  full,  and  an 
action  was  coramenoed  agsinst  him  by 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  balanoe  of  the 
puronase-mone^r.  They  subsequently 
commenced  ^s  suit  against  these 
defendants  to  recover  from  them  this 
same.unpud  balance : 

Held,  that  the  sale  and  delivery  to  Pattei^ 
son  wexe  ratified  by  the  suit  against 
him,  and  left  the  plaintiffs  vmthout 
cause  of  action  against  defendants; 
also,  that  the  receipt  by  plaintilb  of  the 
defendants'  acceptance  of  Patterson's 
order  on  them,  and  of  moneys  on  said 
order,  was  further  evidence  of  ratifica- 
tion of  the  sale  to  Patterson.  ( WUmot 
t^u  Bvchardstn^  2  Keyet,  519.) 


2.  The  rule  that,  upon  a  sale,  notwith- 
standing the  postponement  of  pay- 
ment and  delivery,  the  right  of  proper^ 
may  become  vested  in  the  vendee, 
while  the  right  of  possession  only  con- 
tinues in  the  vendor,  until  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money,  applies 
only  to  the  sale  of  specific  chattels. 
{Ourrie  agt  White,  6  Abb.  N,  S., 
352.) 

3.  The  risht  of  stopage  in  transit  ceases 
when  ue  goods  are  bonded  and  de- 
posited in  a  warehouse,  "in  the  joint 
custody  of  Ae  purchaser  or  conKignee, 
and  the  custom-house  authorities,  un- 
der the  present  warehouse  system. 
{Fraeehierie  agt  Hennquet,  6  Abb.  N. 
8,,  251.) 

4.  The  following  rules  may  be  deduced 
from  the  autnoritiee,  and  the  settled 
principles  applicable  to  stoppage  in 
transit: 

1.  Where  the  goods  are  removed 
<*  under  general  orders"  to  the  govern- 
ment warehouses,  in  default  of  an  entry, 
the  right  of  stoppage  in  transit  is  not 
terminated. 

2.  Where  a  fbrmal  entry  is  made, 
but  is  not  followed  up  by  proper  bond- 
ing, the  right  continues. 

3.  Where  there  is  a  perfect  entrv, 
and  the  goods  are  thereupon  regularly 
bonded  and  warehoused,  the  right 
ceases.    (Id.) 

8ET-0PP. 

1.  Under  the  Revised  Statutes,  a  claim 
existing  against  the  assignor,  in  favor 
of  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note, 
assigned  before  it  became  due,  cannot 
be  set  off  against  the  note  in  the  hands 
of  the  assignee,  and  this,  although  he 
had  notice  of  the  off-set  before  the 
transfer,  such  notice  not  being  notice 
of  any  existing  legal  defense.  (2J2. 
S.,  354,  section  18.)  ( WUUame  agt. 
Brown,  2  Ke^,  48&1 

2.  Section  112  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
which  provides,  in  case  of  an  assign- 
ment of  a  thin^  in  action,  that  the  ao 
tion  by  the  assignee  shall  be  without 
prejudice  to  any  set-off  or  other  defense 
existing  at  Uie  time,  or  before  notice 
of  the  assignment,  does  not  apply,  for, 
by  the  second  clause  of  that  section, 
negotiable  promissory  notes  and  bills 
of  exchange  transfeired  in  good  faith, 
and  upon  good  consideration,  before 
due,  are  expressly  expected.    (Id.) 

SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Defendants  cannot  claim  the  openins 
of  an  alleged  settlement  on  the  ground 
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I  Nor  can  «  aharitr  shu 
meat,  nAer  Jarying,  i 
erty  npoD  eiecatJOD, 
■erTlce*  of«  wotcAiM 


tbese  otaargsa.    {I±] 
3.  L.  )u*iiig  been  oodtii 


tiorari,  and  bflin| 

left  tha  (tau  aoi 

wiu  one  of  hie  bai 
a  wriunii  aS'arin; 

loan    L.   in    tbi 


u  iherifT  of  CI 
:icr  panned  L, 


Dpon  the  EOvernDraf  I 
bU  M  ibarifT,  added 
aatfaoril;   aader  tbe 

the  arreit  ai  a  privata 
and  aat  aa  abenfi.  (l 
4.  And  lliat  tbe  itntc 
aherifb  or  otfaar  office 
are  allowad  bf  law  f 
torn  taking  or  receiri 
graater  fee  or  rewai 
rendered,  than  laeb  ai 
law,  whan  conatnied  i 
apirtl  and  nMBning,  dU 


ihe  defend 

WiUtU,  1  ^4r«,~9iO.)' 


UDant  by 


STAKP8,  n.  8. 

1.  II  tamt  that  whan  t,  U  8.  r 
ifoatp  ia  left  off  ot  I 

■niiUke,  withonl  aoT  intei 
tbe  proviaiona  a'  tns  acu 
DOl  oulj  u  (ha  uutTDm 
bat  it  may  tg  read  ia  »i 
nay  liamp.  {Tkit  u  ail 
«gt.  B^^M,  W  Barb. ,  187  , 
Aont  agt.  Burgai,  oate,  133.) 

2.  Wbera  a  ftamp  hni  been  left  off  of  aa 
ina^uainiit  by  miatake,  amiicatioK  ta 
Ot  aUtclorio  aUw  tha  il^p  to  be  if- 
fixed,  and  to  remit  the  penally,  may  be 
niade  not  only  by  the  penoD  or  penoni 

bat  alea  by  any  perna  Aanuf  oa  taln^ 
M(  Uireut,  which  in  an  aetumDpona 
proBuiBai7  nole.  iocladei  die  plaintiir 
aa  well  aa  the  defendant.     (I%uuiid- 

wmila  Mn  -    ■  ■ ■ 

«I4.)    (£1) 

1.  When  the  applieallon  to  the  eollsetor 
la  not  made  Gy  ttia  maker  of  the  in- 
■tmnmnL,  bat  bj  another  party  baring 
an  interest  therein,  u  payee  or  bolder 
of  a  nole  or  the  like,  tbe  "vrtmr  dii- 
IHet"  in  which  tba  applioalioii  lato  be 
made,  la  tha  district  ta  vAicl  tAt  parttf 
maUag  tit  application  randii,  aJ  ihoDgn 
tha  maker  maj  reatde  in  another  oollie- 
tion  diitriet.    [Id.) 

4.  Tha  raliira  of  a  oonitahle  lo^  tbe  nr- 

bolli  the  teobnieal  and  liberal  eenae  of 
the  terra ;  and  eonaeqaenllj  reeolre* 
a  ifoaip  ander  the  tT.  8.  Internal  rg*- 
eaaeact.  Andtbeomiailonof  theatamp 
rendera  the  Dertifioale  iiuaiid  aiut  u 
■a  ifftcL  CJfiU*-  agt  Larma*.  oaia 
*17.| 

.  Congreae  dedjrned  by  tbe  amendneiit 
of  1867,  to  thslnlarnal  revenne  Uw  to 
provide  two  diatinet  thingi  in  (he  no- 
tion  ae  uneiided  :  OiM  wai  to  pnoUi  a 
party  making  certain  iutramenta,  with 
— "-(,  fcc,  by  *--  -  -■-  -" "— 


titlaU, 


oUeet 


atamp*  npon  written  acreemanla,  tui., 

SproTod^  Jane  30, 1861.  tba  isTilidiir 
an  imtninient  not  atamped,  ai  weU 
ai  the  forfcitnre  impoaed,  is  made  In 
depend  apon  the  exnlanoe  of  tbe  in- 
tent to  evade  Ihe  aob  (Bauttgt.  Oaf 
patUr,  63  Bari.,  SSB.) 
.  That  the  parties  t4]  an  agnameot  an 
aware  of  the  ivqnirement  c^  tha  atatnte 
<■  to  be  preaan^rl  j  and  thair  omiadoB 
to  obey  it  mut,  in  tba  abaenee  of  any 
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explanation,  be  deemed  wiUftil  and 
with  intent  to  evade  its  reqnirements. 
{I<L) 

8.  The  act  of  omitting  a  revenue  stamp 
b  nnlawfnl  and  injorions  to  the  govern- 
ment, and  mast  be  deemed,  presamp- 
tivelv,  so  intended.  It  comes  withm 
the  class  of  cases  in  which  the  proof 
of  JDStification  or  excose  lies  with  the 
party  transsressing :  and  on  fifulnre 
thereof,  the  law  implies  a  eriminal  in- 
tent   (Id.) 

9.  An  objection  to  a  contract  or  other 
instrument  that  it  is  not  stamped  as 
re<|^aired  by  the  revenue  laws,  is  una- 
vailing, unless  the  party  objectiuff 
proves  that  the  stamp  was  omitted 
with  intent  to  evade  the  act  of  con- 
gress. (New  Haven  A  Northampton 
Co.f  agt  Quintoird,  6  Abb.  N,  S.^  128.) 


STATUTE  OF  FBAUDS. 


1.  The  written  memorandum  of  a  con- 
tract of  purchase  and  sale  of  property, 
demanded  by  the  itotate  of  fnmdt^  re- 
quires parties,  a  subject-matter,  and  a 
consideration.  (Ccklhnt  agt  JV»£fc, 
aate,  62.) 

5.  Where  the  memorandum  Calls  to  show 
who  were  the  eontractinff  partut — 
which  was  (he  seller  and  wnich  the 
buyer,  it  is  defective  and  void.  (Id.) 

8.  Although  ^roviii^  ^nuf  is  a  (Mut  of  the 
realtv  and  no  interest  therein  can  be 
sold  oy  parol  agreement,  being  within 
the  statute  of  frauds,  which  requires 
it  to  be  in  writing,  yet  where  a  parol 
agreement  is  made  "between  landlord 
and  tenant,  to  let  the  farm  to  be  worked 
en  tharet,  the  landlord  is  not  at  liberty 
to  treat  the  agreement  void  under  the 
statute  of  frauds,  as  to  the  meadow 
land,  and  valid  as  to  the  other  crops  of 
grain,  vegetables,  dbc.,  and  that  the 
agreement  amounts  to  nothing  more 
than  a  revocable  license  as  respects  the 
grass.     {Eobbs  agU   WeUierwaXi  ante, 

4.  It  is  a  settled  principle  of  law  that  if  a 
part  of  a  contract  be  void,  under  the 
statute  of  frauds,  .the  whole  is  void. 
(Id.) 

6w  Where  a  contract,  void  because  not  in 
writinff .  has  been  so  far  performed  that 
it  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  partv,  or 
operate  as  a  great  haraship  upon  nim, 
unless  carried  out,  it  will  De  enforced, 
notwithstanding  the  statute.    (Id.) 

6.  Mutuality  of  obligation  is  not  essential 
to  the  obiigatoiy  power  of  a  contraeL 
An  agreement  under   the  statute  of 


frauds  will  bind  the  party  who  sitb- 
scnbed  it,  although  there  ma^  be  no 
leffal  remedy  at  his  suit  against  the 
otner  by  reason  of  this  latter  party 
having  omitted  to  subscribe  it.  A  sub- 
scription by  the  agent  of  the  party 
charged  is  sufficient.  {Brooklyn  (hi 
Befinery  agt.  Brown^  ai»(e,444.) 

7.  A  contract  was  made  as  follows: 
"NewTork,  March  31,  1868.  Sold  to 
Sterling  Oil  Works  for  account  of  Mr. 

D.  Brown  &  Sons,  one  hundred  and 
sixty  thousand  (160,000J  gallons,  crude 
petroleum,  gravity  40-17,  at  eleven  and 
three-quarters  (11})  cents  per  gallon. 
To  be  deliverea  to  bulk  lighter  at  yard 
free  of  expense.  Tank  measurement : 
quality  and  quantity  to  be  accepted 
at  the  time  of  deliverv  at  yard: 
"  Sellers  option  during  tne  month  of 
May  next,  at  the  rate  m  fortv  Uiousand 
(40,000)  gallons  per  week  through  the 
month.  D.  Bbown  6l  Sons. 

**  Stamped  and  executed  inpresence  of, 
H.  G.  Ohusi^  Broker,    l^rms  cash." 

Heldj  that  this  was  binding  on  the  defen- 
dants as  a  contract  and  especially  so 
as  they  had  explicitly  admitted  itin  the 
pleadingii  in  the  action.  {Id.) 

8.  Under  this  contrast  the  defendants  are 
obliged  to  notify  the  plaintifis  at  what 
"  yard"  and  at  what  time,  they  propose 
to  deliver  the  oil,  before  any  obliga- 
tion is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to 
send  their  lighter  for  tiie  oiL    (Id.) 

9.  It  is  a  settled  [doctrine  that  the  duty 
of  action— of  aelivery,  or  demand,  or 
tender,  is  on  him  who  reserves  to  him- 
self an  option.  Therefore  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  bound  to  nay,  or  tender  pay- 
ment for  the  oil,  before  the  defendant 
had  delivered  or  offered  to  deliver  it. 
Beadiness  and  willingness  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  for  the  oil,  were 
sufficient,  without  proof  of  payment  or 

tender  of  payment.    {Id.) 

10.  This  contract  obliffes  the  defendants 
to  deliver  40,000  gsJlons  a  week,  and 
theii  option  onlv  applies  to  the  day  of 
ike  week  on  which  they  might  deUvei^- 
not  the  option  to  deliver  the  whole 
160,000  gailons  on  the  last  day  of  May 
— which  fedling  on  Sunday,  they  might 
deliver  the  whole  on  the  first  day  of 
June.  Thev  expresslv  agree  to  deliver 
the  whole  160,000  gallons  in  the  month 
of  Mayf  and  a  delivery  on  the  first  day 
ot  June  would  not  satisfy  their  con- 
tract.   {Id.) 

11.  The  statute  of  firaudsdoes  not  require 
that  the  authority  of  the  agent  contract- 
ing^ for  the  sale  of  lands  should  be  in 
writing.  It  may  be  established  by  pare' 
and  it  will  be  mferred,  where  the  prin 
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eipal    adopts   the  act  of  the   affec 
{Prwgle  agt.  Spauldwg,  53  Bath.  17. 

12.  B J  the  atatnte  of  fraada,  aD  affreement 
for  the  sale  of  lands,  to  be  valid,  mast 
be  binding  npon  all  the  parties  by 
whom  the  sale  is  to  be  made.  The 
word  "  party."  in  the  sUtate,  means 
all  the  vendors,  when  more  than  one 
Are  inclnded  in  the  contract  of  sale. 
(^»y<fer  agt  Netfut,  53  Barb,  63). 

13.  To  be  binding,  the  contract  mnst  be 
signed  by  the  vendors,  all  of  them, 
personally  or  by  an  authorized  agent, 
and  the  contract  as  it  appears  on  its 
face,  must  be  assented  to  by  the 
vendee.  A  vendee  will  not  be  deemed 
to  have  assenied  to  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  which  is  binding  on  one 
of  two  vendors,  only.  And  the  con- 
tract being,  for  that  reason,  not  bind- 
ing npon  him,  at  the  time  it  was 
signed,  he  cannot  make  it  a  valid 
agreement  as  to  one  vendor  only,  by 
assenting  to  it  as  qpch  a  contract, 
afterwards.    (Id,) 

STATUTE  OF  LIMTTATIONB. 

1.  Title  2  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  does 
not  extend  to  rases  where  the  right  of 
action  had  accrued  when  that  tiue  be- 
came a  law.  but  leaves  them  to  be 

fovemed  by  the  law  then  in   force. 
Van  Alat  agt.  FiUz,  1  ITayei,  332.) 

2.  In  such  cases  no  written  promise  or 
acknowledgment  is  necessary  to  take 
a  demand  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  {TMs  eate,  re- 
poTied  isi  32  Bcurb.y  139,  revened), 
Ud.) 

3.  A  sheriff  attached  property  of  an  ab- 
sconding debtor,  under  warrants  issued 
in  several  suits,  all  of  which  were 
prosecuted  to  judgment.  ^  He  conver- 
ted the  assets  attached  into  money, 
from  time  to  time,  and  satisfied  the  eze- 
eutions  issued  upon  the  judgments,  ex- 
cept that  of  the  plainUff  m  this  case, 
whose  was  the  last  suit  commenced, 
upon  which  a  warrant  of  attachment 
was  issued.  This  execuUon  he  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  there  being  no 
monevs  in  his  hands  at  the  tune  to 
satisfy  the  same,  and  no  property 
which  he  was  authorised  to  convert 
into  money  by  sale.  Subsequently  he 
made  collections  of  notes  and  accounts 
which  he  had  previously  attached, 
and  in  1854.  under  an  order  of  the 
court,  also  sold  the  remainder  of  such 
notes  and  accounts  and  choses  in  ac- 
tion. He  had  realized  a  sufficient 
amount,  previous  to  June,  1853,  to 
have  satisfied  the  plaintiff's  as  well  as 


prior  claims.  Neglecting  to  pay  over 
the  same,  the  plaintiff  commenced  this 
action  in  June,  1856,  more  than  three 
years  after,  as  it  appears,  the  defen- 
dant had  received  moneys  sufficient  to 
pay  the  plaintiff's  judgment : 

Meldj  that  the  property  attached  con- 
stituted a  single  fund,  out  of  which  the 
sheriff  was  bound  to  pay  the  judgments 
in  their  order,  until  the  whole  fond 
was  exhausted.  Hence,  the  statute  ot 
limitations  (section  92  of  the  Code)  did 
not  begin  to  run  the  moment  the  sheriff 
had  collected  enough  from  the  assets  u> 
satisfv  the  plaintiff^s  judgment  ( Davy 
agtiV«2<e>2Jr0y«,  608.) 

4.  Before  a  public  officer  can  be  per- 
mitted to  retain  moneys,  which  his 
duty  requires  him  to  pay  over,  he 
should  be  able  to  show  a  clear  defense, 
that  is,  he  must  bring  himself  within 
the  statute.    {Id,) 

5.  In  an  action  in  the  courts  of  this  state 
upon  a  cause  of  action  which  arose  in 
another  state,  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  such  other  state  is  not  available  as 
a  defense.  {Toulando  agt.  Jjaeha^ 
nMycr.  6  Abb,  29.  A,  215.) 

6.  The  statute  limiting  the  time  in  which 
actions  to  recover  the  possession  of 
lands  are  to  be  brought,  does  not  mn 
against  an  action  by  a  purchaser  of 
land  at  a  sale  on  execution,  until  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years  f^m  the  time 
the  sale  was  completed  by  the  delivery 
of  the  sheriff's  deed.  {WtUmm  agt 
y.  T.  Central  B,  B.  Co,,  6  Abb,  N. 
A,  91.) 

STATUTES. 

1.  Where  a  eanse  is  argued  in  this  court 
before  (hrm  of  the  justices,  it  may  be 
properly  decided  by  two  of  the  justices, 
irUA<mt  ctmnLUatum  wUk  th€  third, 
(Parrott  agt  Knicherbo€ktr  Ice  Co., 
aa(e,50a) 

2.  The  statute  (2  B.  A,  355,  f  27.) 
which  provides  that  whenever  any 
power,  authority  or  duty  is  confided 
by  law  to  three  or  more  pe^ns,  and 
whenever  three  or  more  povons  or 
officers  are  authorized  or  reauired  by 
law  to  perform  any  act,  sucn  act  may 
be  done,  and  such  power,  authori^ 
or  duty  may  be  exercised  and  perform- 
ed by  a  majority  of  such  persons  or  ofll- 
cers,  upon  a  muting  of  eUl  the  pmont 
or  officers  to  intruittd  or  empowered,  w- 
Uu  tpeeial  provition  it  otkerwm  modiy 
does  not  apply  to  judicial  officers.  {Id.) 

3.  Butthis  statute  applies  to  gvati  judi' 
aal  and  mtniftoriai  officers— such  as  a^ 
bitratOTB}  overseeraof  thepoor:  com' 
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xniflsionera  to  make  distribation  of  rail- 
road stock ;  troBtdes  to  apportioii  school 
tax;  commissiooers  of  nighways;  a 
mixed  coiuuiissioii,  composed  of  super 
visors  and  the  judges  of  two  distmot 
courts,  for  the  purpose  of  appointing  a 
commissioner  of  jurors,  6&c.    {Id,) 

4.  The  statements  contained  in  the  head- 
ings  to  the  chapters,  titles  and  articles 
into  which  part  1  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes is  divided,  of  the  subjects  to  which 
they  respectively  relate,  are  a  part  of 
the  law  Itself,  and  not  in  any  wise  ex- 
trinsic to  the  enacting  clause.  Their 
office  is  solely  to  control,  limit  and  ap- 
ply the  succeeding  provisions  of  the 
statute.  And  effect  should  be  given  to 
them,  according  to  their  fair  and  or- 
dinary import  and  understanding.  {Peo- 
ple agt.  MolineuXf  53  J9ar&.,  9.) 

6.  Where  an  act  of  the  legisture  was  en- 
titled "  An  act  to  regulate  a  road  in  the 

town  of  P y  M-^  County,"  when 

the  object  and  subject  of  the  act  was  to 
reduce  the  width  of  the  road  from  four 
rods  to  three  rods, 

ffeld,  that  the  subject  of  the  act  was  not 
expressed  in  its  title,  and  the  act  was 
null  and  void.  [People  agt.  Oommrt. 
Highwaytf  SCf  53  Barb.,  70.) 

6.  After  land  taken  for  a  road  has  been 
paid  for  by  the  public,  it  cannot  be 
taken  from  the  public  and  donated  to 
the  former  owner,  w'thout  any  consid- 
eration paid  therefor,  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  purporting  to  reduce  the 
width  of  the  highway.    (Id,) 

T'  Belating  to  distribution  of  assets  of  in- 
solvent corporations  among  stockhold- 
ers under  $^,  chap.  226,  Laws  of  1849. 
iffoUitter  agt.  BoUitter  BanJkj  2  Keifety 
245.) 

8.  Relating  to  recovery  of  advances  by 
county  treasurer,  for  maintenance,  d&c, 
of  a  lunatic,  at  tne  asylum,  under  &$  31, 
33,  of  chap.  135,  Laws  of  4842.  {Swoer- 
visorty  Sc,y  agt.  MorgcMf  2  Keyet  27/.) 

9.  Relating  to  county  of  New  York. 
(Chap.  407,  Laws  of  1855  and  $  6, 
chap.  509,  Laws  of  1860.)  {PeopUigty 
Board  ofSupervUortf  Se.,  2  A«yet,  288.) 

10.  Laws  of  1848,  chap.  200;  Lnws  of 
1849,  chap.  275.  ( Wolfe  agt.  Scroggs, 
2  Keyet,  491.) 


STAY  OF  PROCEEDINaS. 


1.  Upon  a  suit  brought  in  a  court  of  the 
United  States,  upon  an   undertaking 

Siven  in  an  action  in  a  state  court,  con- 
itioned  to  pay  the  judgment  if  amotion  |  3.  Where  a  public  officer  may  be  re- 


fer a  new  trial  is  denied,  if  it  appears 
that  the  undertaking  was  mepely  an 
additional  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant 
has  appealed  from  the  order  denying 
a  new  trial  and  that  the  state  court  has 
upon  motion  stayed  proceedings  upon 
the  judgment  pending  the  appeal,  the 
defendants  can,  by  an  aoxiliiary  suit 
iu  equity,  obtain  a  stay  of  all  proceed- 
ings upon  any  judgment  that  the  plain- 
tiff may  recover  in  a  suit  on  the  under- 
taking pending  the  appeal  in  the  state 
court.  [Merchantt'  ItatiaiuUBanka^ 
Lelandf  anU,  31.) 

2.  A  motion  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  in 
an  action,  on  the  ground  that  another 
suit  is  pending  wnich  embraces  the 
same  matters,  will  not  be  granted 
where  .the  parties  to  the  two  actions 
are  not  the  same,  and  it  does  not  ap' 
pear  that  the  entire  relief  demanded 
and  sought  for  in  the  one  action  could 
be  awarded  in  the  other.  Such  a  mo- 
tion is,  if  not  exclusivelv,  certainly  to 
a  very  great  extent,  addressed  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court  at  special  term ; 
and  so  far  as  it  is  of  that  character, 
the  decision  of  the  court  cannot  be 
overhauled  on  appeal.  (People  agt. 
Ifwrthem  B,B.  Go.,  53  Barb.,  d8.) 

3w  Pending  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order 
which  the  moving  party  has  appealed 
from,  it  is  proper  to  grant  a  stay  of 
proceedings.  (Belmont  agt  Srie  mU- 
«ay  Co.,  6  Abb.  If.  8.,  m.) 

STEAMBOATS. 

1.  In  an  action  under  the  statutes,  against 
the  owners  of  a  steamboat  to  recover 
damages  for  causing  death,  by  explo- 
sion of  a  boiler,  the  certificate  of  in- 
tpection,  reauired,  under  the  act  of 
congress  of  1852,  from  the  masters  and 
owners  of  all  steamyessels,  is  compe 
tent  evideiue  only,  of  the  feet  that  the 
inspection  had  been  made  in  the  manner 

Sreseribed  by  the  statute.    Not  as  evi 
ence  of  the  facts  recited  in  it.    (jBWdb- 
ton  agt  Smitkj  arUe,  454.) 

2.  The  statements  contained  in  such  cer- 
tificate, of  the  general  condition  of  the 
steamer,  the  oonyicdon*  arrived  at  bv 
the  inspectors  of  the  safety  of  the  boil- 
ers and  machinery,  and  the  &ct  that 
she  could  be  safely  employed  in  her 
business  as  a  passenger  boat,  without 
danger  or  peril  to  life,  are  not  evidence 
of  tacts,  but  of  inferences  drawn  from 
them  by  the  inspectors,  and  for  that 
reason  are  not  evidence  against  the 
plaiDtiflr.    (Id.) 
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qnired  b^  law  to  make  a  return^  and 
bis  acta  incladed  in  the  retani  after- 
wards become  involved  in  controversy, 
there,  it  may  be  used  as  evidence.  Bat 
where  no  return  is  required  by  law 
to  be  made,  the  certificate  of  the  officer, 
is  not  evidence,  either  for  himself,  or 
in  behalf  of  any  other  person  not  using 
it  as  an  admission  against  him.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  an  objection  is  made  on  the 
trial,  to  the  allowance  as  evidence  of 
an  opiiUon  of  a  witness  or  his  antwer  to 
a  question,  if  the  objection  is  not  made 
BO  specific  as  to  indicate  any  particular 
reason  why  the  opmion  or  answer 
should  not  be  received,  this  oonrt  will 
not  review  them.    (Id,) 


STREETS  AND  HIQHWJLY8. 

1.  A  comnlete  and  adequate  remedy  in 
cases  of  nuxtancett  in  favor  of  all  per- 
sons  specially  injured  by  them,  wnen 
thejr  are  of  a  public  nature,  can  be  ad- 
ministered in  uiis  court  unembarrassed 
by  the  technical  rules  prevailing  upon 
the  subject  in  courts  of  law.  (^nox 
agt.  Mayor  Ac  of  New  Torh^  oiUe,  67.) 

2.  Therefore,  a  tenant  for  a  term  of  years 
not  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  prem- 
ises, may  htiu^  an  equitable  action^  to 
abate  a  public  nuisance  specially  in- 
jurious to  himself,  although,  before  the 
Code  his  only  remedy,  by  way  of  act- 
ion, would  have  been  that  of  a  special 
action  on  the  case  for  the  recovery  of 
damages.    {Id,) 

3.  The  public  acquire  only  such  an  in- 
terest in  land  appropriated  by  dedica- 
tion to  the  usee  and  purposes  of  a  street 
or  highway f  as  will  entitle  them  to  use 
it  for  those  objects,  and  subiect  to  that 
right,  which  is  denominated  an  ease 
ment,  the  person  or  persons  making 
the  dedication,  and  those  acquiring  the 

property  under  them,  ttill  retain  the 
fie  of  the  land.    {Id.) 

4.  The  land  upon  which  Broadway,  in 
the  City  of  New  York,  at  the  junc- 
tion with  Fulton  street,  has  been  con- 
structed, was  dedicated  by  the  owners 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  a  public 
street.  Therefore,  neither  the  legisla- 
ture nor  the  common  council  of  the 
city,  can  authorize  or  sanction  any  ap- 
propriation of  it,  except  for  he  pur- 
poses of  a  street,  without  obtaining  the 
consent  of  or  makiug  compensation  to 
the  owners.    {Id.) 

5.  The  construction  of  the  bridge  at  the 
junction  of  Broadway  and  Fnlton 
strACt  in  the  city  of  New  York  (known 

as  the  Loew  bridge)  has  necessarily 


appropriated  for  its  support  the  land 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have 
maintuned  open  and  unobstructed, 
subject  only  to  the  right  of  the  public 
to  pass  and  repass  over  it,  and  tempo- 
rarily to  occupy  it  for  the  improvement 
and  more  penect  enjoyment  of  that 
rigbt,  and  special  injury  having  been 
occasioned  to  him  in  consequence  of  it 
he  has  a  right  to  insist  upon  the  abate- 
ment and  removal  of  sucn  bridge,  as  a 
public  nuisance,     {Id.) 

6.  But  he  cannot  recover  in  this  action 
the  damojfes  he  has  sustained  by  reason 
of  such  iniury,  because  he  did  not  pre- 
sent his  claim  to  the  comptroller  orthe 
city  for  adjustment,  as  he  was  required 
to  do  by  the  statute,  before  he  com- 
menced the  action.    {Id.) 

7.  Where  a  street  in  a  city  ceases  to  be 
used  or  occupied  as  a  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  is  changed  into  a  place  of 
business,  no  one  or  two  persons,  who 
may  for  any  reason,  desire  to  continne 
a  residence  therein,  should  be  allowed 
to  ntavent  the  carrying  on  of  a  lawful 
ana  useful  trade,  merely  because  they 
are  or  may  be  subjected  to  annoyance, 
or  even  loss  thereby.  Better  that  they 
should  go  elsewhere  than  the  public 
should  he  inconvenienced  b;^  arrestiog 
a  necessary  and  useful  business,  and 
the  trade  of  an  artizan  broken  up. 
{Doellner  agL  Tynan^  ante,  176.) 

8.  The  opening  and  tridening  of  a  street 
in  the  city  of  Syraciue  ie  not  such  an 

improvement  as  the  common  council 
are  prohibited  from  making  witkonl 
the  <ipplieation  or  consent  of  Uu  owners 
of  the  property  upon  the  line  of  the  im- 
provement. ( Granger  agt.  City  qf  8yra- 
cuse,  ante,  208.) 

9.  Where  it  appears  from  the  report  of  the 
commissioners  appointed  to  assess  the 
damages  for  the  land  proposed  to  be 
taken  in  such  case,  that  they  directly 
adjudicated  upon  the  plaintiff  s  right  to 
damages  for  the  Lina  proposed  to  be 
taken  fh>n]|him,  and  reported  generally 
except  in  tnree  instances  where  they 
either  named  or  described  the  owners, 
that  as  to  the  other  property  taken 
**  the  owners  thereof  are  faUj  oompeti- 
sated  for  the  benefits  to  the  adjoining 
land  owned  by  them  respectivelyi:" 

Held^  that  this  award  was  warranted,  in 
substance,  b^  the  statute  under  which 
the  commissioners  proceeded,  as  that 
empowered  them  to  deduct  the  benefits 
from  the  damages,  (^irs,  1^7,  chap. 
136,  i  2.)  Audit  has  been  settled  that 
the  owner's  right  to  compensation, 
which  the  constitution  has  secured, 
may  be  satisfied  in  that  way.    (Qrifn 
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Jfayor,  Sc,  •/ Brooklyn,  4  OomtLf 
9.)    {Id,) 

10.  It  waa  not  neoeesaiy  to  the  validity 
of  the  action  of  the  commiBsionera  that 
the  plaintiff  should  be  named  in  their 
report  All  that  was  rec^nired  was 
that  it  shoald  appear  that  his  right  to 
compensation  had  been  consider^  and 
adjadicated1>7  the  commissioners.  The 
constitution  re<]^aLree  only  that  the 
owner  shall  be  jnstly^  compensated  for 
his  property  wnen  it  may  be  taken 
for  this  purpose ;  and  that  can  be  done 
as  well  by  describing  or  referring  to 
him,  as  it  can  by  naming  him.    {Id.) 

11.  Where  an  act  of  the  legislature  was 
entitled  "  An  act  to  r^ruTate  a  road  in 

the  town  of  P ,   M County," 

when  the  object  and  snbiect  of  the  act 
was  to  reduce  the  widtn  of  the  road 
from  four  rods  to  3  rods : 

Held,  that  the  subject  of  the  act  was  not 
expressed  in  its  title,  and  the  act  was 
null  and  void.  {Pwple  agt.  Comm*n, 
Highway t,  Ac.,  S3  Mwrb.,  70.) 

12.  After  land  taken  for  a  road  has  been 
paid  for  by  the  public,  it  cannot  be 
taken  from  the  public  and  donated  to 
the  former  owner,  without  any  con- 
sideration paid  therefor,  by  an  act  ol 
the  legislature  purporting  to  reduce 
the  width  of  the  nignway.     (Id.) 

13.  Before  lands  can  be  deemed  fully 
dedicated  so  as  to  entitle  purchasers  to 
have  a  street  opened  to  tne  widrh  and 
extent  mentioned  in  the  map  to  which 
reference  is  made  in  their  deed  of  con- 
veyance, it  must  have  been  accepted 
by  the  public  by  a  formal  opening  by 
the  proper  authorities,  or  inferential! y, 
by  user.     {Fonda  agt.  Bortt,  2  Keyet, 


SUBMISSION. 

I.  Where  the  general  term  of  this  court, 
on  a  regular  call  of  a  cause  on  the  cal- 
endar, take  a  tubmittion  of  the  cause 
for  decision,  from  the  plaintiff's  attor^ 
ney — he  declining  to  taice  the  default 
of  the  defendant,  his  attomev  not  ap* 
pearing,  and  order  that  the  defendant's 
attorney  have  notice  of  such  submiss- 
ion, ana  permission  to  submit  his  points, 
which  submission  is  not  made  oy  the 
defendant  during  the  term,  although 
regularly  notified  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  in  pursuance  of  such  order ; 
a  whtoqutnt  general  term  of  tiie  court, 
cannot,  by  calling  such  submission  a 
default,  and  on  motion  of  the  defen- 
dant, set  aside  such  submission,  and 
grant  an  order  for  a  ne'w  trial.  {Bollet 
agt  Dh^,  ante,  492.) 


2l  It  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  justices,  to 
whom  the  cause  was  submitted,  not 
withstanding  the  orders  of  the  subse- 
quent genenl  term,  to  decide  and  dis- 
pose of  the  cause.    (Id.) 

SUPPLEMENTABY       PBOCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  respecting 
the  examination  of  judgment  debtors 
on  proceedings  supplementary  to  exe  • 
cution,  were  intended  to  give  the 
creditor  complete  authority  for  a  full 
and  searching  examination  of  the 
debtor,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
particularly  the  amount  and  condition 
as  well  as  the  disposition  the  debtor 
has  made,  or  attempted  to  make,  of  his 
property.  And  by  section  467  it  is 
provided  that  its  enactments  are  not  to 
DC  strictly  construed.  {Ibrbet  agt 
Willard,Si  ^ar6.,  520.) 

2.  The  object  intended  by  the  amend- 
ment to  section  292,  made  in  1863, 
providing  that  the  debtor  shall  not "  be 
excused  from  answering  any  question, 

•on  the  ground  that  he  has,  before  the 
examination,  executed  any  convey- 
ance, assignment  or  transfer  of  his 
property,  lor  any  purpose,  but  his  an- 
sw*^r  snail  not  be  used  as  evidence 
against  him  in  any  criminal  proceeding 
or  prosecution,"  was,  to  render  the 
judgment  debtor  liable  to  answer 
questions  concerning  the  disposition  he 
might  have  made  of  his  property, 
without  any  restriction  whatsoever,  on 
account  of  the  purposes  for  which  be 
might  have  disposea  of  it    {Id.) 

3.  It  could  not  have  been  the  intention 
to  restrict  the  inquiry  to  cases  where 
formal  instruments  of  conveyance,  cr 
assignment,  had  been  made  and  deliv- 
ered by  him ;  but  was  to  include  within 
it  all  conveyances,  assi^ments  and 
transfers  whatsoever,  which  the  debtor 
may  in  any  manner  have  made  of  hia 
property.    {Id.) 

4.  And  it  seems  to  have  been  the  inten- 
tion to  extend  the  right  of  examination 
to  cases  whero  the  transfer  should 
prove  to  have  been  made  by  an  actual 
delivery,  following  or  accompanying 
an  agreement  by  parol.    (Id.) 

5.  Hence,  under  this  amendment,  the 
debtor  may  properly  be  required  to  an- 
swer fully  concerning  the  disposition 
he  may  have  made  of  hi^  property, 
whether  It  has  been  done  oy  deed, 
writing  or  otherwise;  notwitstanding 
the  ^ct  that  his  examination  will  show 
that  he  has  been  uuilty  of  a  crime  in 
doing  it ;  and  wnithont  any  qulifica- 
tion  or  lestriction  arising  out  of  th« 
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•aoh   erime. 


liXm ; 


otnenailatloaeote  dilferaot  from  IhoH 
bliiDg  within  Ibe  pruiecijoa  of  the 
amenamanc  of  IS63!  Tide  ba  isnai>t 
proparlT  be  reqiur«d  to  do,  howoior" 
nnloH  uie  cue  ii  bronchi  wilhiD  (he 
Stb  inbdiTJaian  of  aeociou  S9S  of  the 


liff  a  apeciBed  sam  of  moDey,  in  Canada 
eam^,  at  Toranlo,  in  becember. 
ISeS,  and  whether  be  bad  aiiy,  and  if 

linee  Novembfr,  1865,  declined  to  ao- 

l^al'd™  Dd^l^bow  thai  he'had  b^ 
enga^red  in  a  coniplnoy  to  defraud  tbe 
pnDlic  bj  no)^tiaiiDg  apuriaiu  drafle  j 
ID  Other  iTorils,  that  bo  had  acqaired 
hia  property  bj  die  oommiaoD  of  a 


«  anawer  them.     {Id.) 
SCBBOGATES, 


1.  The  incidental  pawera  posaeaaed  bj 
■urrpgnlee'  conn*  ure^oni  to  tlie 
BeTised  Statnws,  and  taken  awaj  bj 
thoeentiitnMt,  (;WI3,  CTbtp.  S.  7U&  1, 
S  1,1  were  reeiored  by  the  act  of  the 
feeiHlstnn!  of  1837.  (Zoih  of  1837.  CK. 
460,  $  71 J  rcpaaling  that  nection  of  the 
Revised  Slacalee.  lOuts&iU  agt. 
ThalckiT,  M  Barb.,  383.) 

S.  AlthoDgh  a  enrrogato,  after  parties  in 
iiitereat  have  been  r«preeented  at  a 
baariiig  before  him.  and  floal  aentenoe 
or  decreo  has  been  e:iven,  )iaa  do 
genera)  power  of  opening  or  reveiwng 
snob  eenlence  or  decree,  on  the  gronnd 
that  be  etred  aa  to  the  law,  or  decided 
erroiieoiialy  npoo  tbe  facta,  ho  mav 
open  anoh  decree  ior  the  pnrpoae  o^ 


The    e 


imployod  eonnaal  to  ma 

HinDi  for  eettiement,  a 


on  with  a  payment  of  $500. 
waa   not  discovered  nniil 

It  waa  preaented,  and  tben. 
beliBviBg  that  the  amontit  woold  be 
allowed  to  them  on  the  balance  knam 

not  aak  to  have  tbe  accoont  corrected, 
bnt  allowed  tbe  error  to  paaa  Us 
HUTO^te  having  made  a  final  decree 
declaring  the  acconct  finally  aeidad, 
the  amount  in  the  eiecnton'  banda, 
and  directing  eg  to  ita  'diepoaitioD, 
which  decree  waa  dnly  entered,  oDa 
of  tbe  execQlorfl  applied  lo  the  HanY> 
gate,  by  petitJOD,  asking  that  tbe  de- 
cree be  opened  and  he  be  credited  wilb 
each  payment  of  (500,  and  an  eiroT 
of  fSD  which  tbe  reaidoary  legatee 
bad  GonseDted   lo  allow   and  deduct 


Held,  that  the  banaaoljan  might  ba 
treated  aa  a  miatake  or  overai^bt,  eom- 
ina  within  the  prinoipie  laid  down  in 
Saipa-lv  agt.  Bavau,  (M  !f.  Y.  Brp., 
4S,)  and  within  the  incidental  powers 
poHened  by  Hurrogatea^  conrta;  and 
that  conaeqaently  the  BorrogaLe  did 
right  in  opening  tbe  decree  and  eor- 
reotiog  the  enor  oomplained  of.    {Id.} 

BURSTS. 

I.  One  vrbo  ia  a  mere  aoraty,  to  enable  an- 
other lo  proaeoQte  or  defend  an  action^ 
ia  not  a  peraon  for  whose  benefit  the 
action  ia  proaecated  or  defanded,  and 
ia  not  rendered  incompetent  ai  a  wit- 
neaa,  nndor  (  399  of  the  Code  of  Proce- 
dnre.   {Jaiap  agi.  Miller,  I  Seya,3Si.) 

3.  .Hotel,  a  anrety  in  the  ondartaking 

SB  claim  and  delivery  of  propefty,  fbr 
a  retnm  of  tJie  property,  ia  a  oam»- 
l«nt  witoeas  for  (tie  jdainiiOa.    {Id.) 

TAXES  AND  AdSESSHBNTS. 

I.  "  Airy  natianal  hanliiiff  uwctaftna, 
MaCi  Imi,  or  tiate  htnUng  auodatien, 
ahall  pay  a  tu  of  Ma  ptr  ontMni  on  iha 
amonnt  of  Mails  of  any  penon,  etala 
bank,  or  state  banking  inslitation,  naad 
for  droolation,  and  paid  ont  by  ibem, 
after  the  lat  day  of  Angnet,  1X66;  and 
Bnch  fax  aball  be  aaeeaeed  and  paid  in 

»5 
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(Act  ofOmuiras,  July  Itt,  1866;  14  U, 
S.8i.,UQ.)  {Vbom  Bank  B^  FeMU>, 
ante,  147.) 

S.  This  law  is  not  rtptMnarU  to  the  con- 
stitution of  the  ITnited  States,  as  being 
a  direct  tax,  which  reqaires  to  be  ap- 
portioned among  the  states  agreeable 
to  the  oonstitntion ;  because  it  is  not  a 
direct  tax,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
coDStitation.  Nor  is  it  nnconstitational 
as  impairing  a  franchise  granted  by  the 
state;  for  it  is  not  the  Jranchise  of  the 
banks  which  is  sought  to  be  taxed,  bat 
the  jyroperty  creatM  or  contents  made 
and  issued  by  then.    (Id.) 

8.  The  power  to  tax  may  be  exercised  op- 
pressively npon  persons,  bat  the  re- 
sponsibibty  of  the  legislature  is  not  to 
the  coarts,  but  to  the  people,  by  whom 
its  members  are  elected ;  so  that  if  a 
particular  tax  bears  heavily  upon  a 
corporation,  or  a  class  of  corporations, 
it  cannot,  therefore,  be  pronounced 
contrary  to  the  constitution.  (Nelson 
and  Dayis,  Justices,  dissented.)    {Id.) 

4.  Where  a  petition  and  application  to 
a  county  judge,  under  the  act  of  1869, 
for  the  purpose  of  bonding  a  town  for  a 
certain  sum,  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  a  railroad,  purports  to  be  signed  by 
a  majority  of  the  tax  payers  of  the 
town,  whose  names  appeared  on  the 
last  preceding  tax  list  or  assessment 
roll  of  said  town,  in  pursuance  of  the 
provision  of  said  act,  no  tax  payer 
thus  consenting,  by  bis  signature,  to 
the  object  of  the  application,  after  a 
knowledge  of  all  tne  fiicts,  can  ever 
withdraw  such  consent.  {Matter  of  the 
Taxpayers  of  Greene,  ante,  515.) 

5.  No  action  will  lie  to  recover  of  a 
county,  or  of  a  munipal  corporation, 
money  collected  or  received  upon  or 
for  a  tax  based  upon  an  erroneous  as- 
sessment.  {Qenesee  Valley,  dc.,  agt 
Supenrisots  Sc.,  53  Barb.  223.) 

6.  If  the  assessors  have  acquired  no  juris- 
diction, of  the  person,  the  case  of  My- 
gali  agt.  Supervisors  of  Chenango,  (11 
N.  T.  Bep.  563),  still  gives  an  action 
against  them ;  but,  when  they  have 
such  jurisdiction,  no  suit  can  be  main- 
tainea  against  an^  person  for  the  im- 
position or  collection  of  a  tax  errone- 
ously imposed.    {Id.) 

7.  Where  assessor,  having  jurisdiction 
of  a  bank,  and  of  the  subject  matter, 
the  description,  amount  and  value  oi 
its  property  liable  to  taxation,  assess 
such  bank  at  the  full  amount  of  its 
capital,  they,  in  so  doing,  act  within 
their  jurisdiction,  and  if  thev  err,  the 
error  is  a  judicial  one,  which  can  be 
reviewed  upon  certiora/ri,  but  clearly 


cannot  be  reviewed  in  a  ooUatenil  soit 
or  proceeding.    {Id.) 

8.  The  language  of  the  act  of  February 
27,  1855,  subjecting  to  taxation  "all 
(non-resident)  persons  and  associations 
doing  business  in  the  state  of  New 
York,"  is  comprehensive  enough,  either 
under  the  term  *' persons"  or  "associa- 
tions" to  embrace  foreign  insurance 
companies.  {BriHsh  Com.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  agL  Comrs.  of  Taxes,  1  Keyes,  303.) 

9.  A  foreign  life  insarance  company  doing 
business  in  this  state  is  properly  taxa- 
ble in  the  city  where  the  principal 
place  of  business,  or  office  of  the  agency 
is  situated.    {Id.) 

lOj  Where  a  foreign  insurance  company, 
in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1853,  deposited  with  the  comp- 
troller of  the  state  $100,000.  for  the 
benefit  of  such  of  its  policy  holders  as 
should  be  citizens  of  this  state,  of  which 
$50,000  was  in  public  stock  of  the  Uni- 
ted States,  and  $50,000  in  bonds  of  the 
city  of  Buflblo : 

Held,  that  the  $50,000  of  government 
stock  was  exempt  from  state  taxation ; 
but  that  the  bonds  of  the  city  of  Buffalo 
deposited  with  the  comptroller  were 
subject  to  taxation,    {Id.) 


TELEGRAPH  JCOMPANIES. 


1.  It  bein^  made  the  duty  of  telegraph 
companies,  by  statute,  to  transmit 
dispatches  received  from  other  com- 
panies of  the  same  character,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  usual  charges  therefor, 
when  one  compainr  receives  from 
another  a  message  for  transmission,  it 
is  bound  to  send  the  same,  with  care 
and  skill,  and  a  reasonable  dispatch, 
on  receiving  the  compensation  de- 
manded ;  ana  for  any  neglect  or  breach 
of  duty  in  transmitting  such  messa^, 
it  is  liable,  either  by  virtue  of  a  special 
contract,  or  one  implied  from  its  assum- 
ing the  duty  and  receivingthe  com- 

Ssnsation.     {Baldunn  agt  The  United 
tates  Telegraph  Company,  54  Barb., 
oQo.) 

2.  A  telegraph  company,  being  required 
by  a  statute  to  transmit  messages  r^ 
oeived  from  other  telegraph  lines,  on 
payment  of  the  usual  charges,  having 
received  its  due  share  6f  compensation 
paid  to  a  connecting  line  for  sending 
a  message,  there  is  a  promise  on  its 
part,  implied,  at  least,  from  its  duty  to 
the  senaer,  and  from  its  receipt  of  the 
consideration,  that  it  will  perform  the 
duty.    {Id.) 

3.  And  this  promise,  being  made  for  the 
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benefit  of  the  sender,  enures  to  him,  to 
the  same  effect  ns  a  promise  made  im- 
mediately to  him,  and  he  can  maintain 
an  action  for  its  breach.    (Id») 

4.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  statnte 
making  it  the  daty  of  connecting  lines 
of  telegraph  to  receive  and  transmit 
messages  irom  other  lines,  where  one 
bompany  receives  from  another  a  mes- 
sage for  transmission,  it  is  to  be  implied 
inlaw,  and  the  ounrts  may  assume  it 
to  be  trae,  that  arrangements  have 
been  made  between  the  connecting 
lines  by  which  the  compensation 
agreed  upon  and  received  at  the  office 
which  receives  the  message,  is  the  full 
compensation  for  all  the  lines  over 
which  it  is  sent ;  and  that,  as  between 
themselves,  the  proportion  of  consider- 
ation received  or  to  be  received  bv 
each  line  is  understood  and  regulated. 
And  this  creates  an  uadertaking  on  the 
part  of  each  comnany  with  the  sender  of 
the  message,  that  it  shall  be  transmitted 
over  ito  line,  and  delivered  according 
to  the  contract  made  at  the  receiving 
office.    {Id.) 

5  It  is  also  implied,  in  law,  that  each 
separate  line  so  connecting  and  acting 
in  concert,  has  constituted  the  line 
receiving  the  message,  its  agent  for 
making  contracts  over  the  lines  of  the 
others.    (Id,) 

6.  In  an  action  against  a  telegraph  com- 
pany to  recover  damages  for  its  fiftilnre 
to  transmit  a  message,  the  complaint 
alleged  that  such  message,  after  being 
delivered  at  the  office  of  a  connecting 
line,  and  paid  for,  was  transmitted  to 
Uie  defenaant,  but  was  never  sent  by 
the  defendant  to  the  person  to  whom 
it  was  addressed.  The  answer  alleged 
that  by  the  contract  under  which  the 
message  was  received  by  the  defend- 
ant for  transmission,  it  was  stipulated 
that  the  defendant  would  not  be  res- 
ponsible for  delays,  errors,  and  remiss- 
ness on  tiie  part  of  connecting  lines ; 
that  it  only  guaranteed  entire  correct- 
ness when  messages  were  repeated 
back,  for  which  repetition  an  extra 
charge  would  be  made ;  and  that  such 
message  was  not  repeated,  nor  request- 
ed to  be  repeated : 

Seld,  that  the  answer  set  up  no  defense ; 
neither  delay,  error  nor  remissness 
being  charge'd,  but  an  entire  omisdonor 
refused  to  send  or  deliver  the  message, 
which  was  admitted ;  and  that  an  entire 
neglect  and  refusal  to  perform  the  con- 
tract did  not  bring  it  within  the  ex- 
cepted terms.    (Id.) 

7.  An  answer,  in  such  an  action,  alleging 
that  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the 
message  to  the  defendant,  it  hud  estjib- 


lished  certain  rules,  regulations  and 
conditions  upon  which  it  would  accept 
and  undertaxe  to  transmit  and  deliver 
messages,  which  rules  &c.,  were  well 
known  to  the  connecting  teleffraph  line 
irom  which  the  message  was  reoeivea. 
and  that  such  rules,  &c,  constituted 
the  agreement  in  the  case;  but  not 
alleging  that  it  was  an  agreement  made 
between  the  defendant  and  Uie  plain- 
tiffs, or  that  the  latter  had  any  knowl- 
edge or  information  of  such  rules,  &c, 
is  also  detective,  and  constitutes  no 
defense  to  the  chax>ge  against  the  de- 
fendant of  a  breach  of  duty.    {Id.) 

8.  The  statnte  haviuff  imposed  upon  con- 
necting lines  of  telegraph  the  dntv  of 
transmitting  messages  for  each  otner ; 
and  the  company  receiving  the  message 
and  the  consideration,  bemg  the  a^nt 
to  make  contracts  for  ths  other  lines 
with  which  it  is  in  connection;  the 
contract  of  the  a^ent  is  the  contract  of 
the  principal  which  undertakes  the  per- 
formance of  the  doty,  and  ma^  be 
enforced,  if  made  within  the  legitimate 
business  of  the  principal,  or  power  of 
the  agent.  The  private  or  other  ar- 
rangement between  the  principal  and 
its  agent  not  brought  nome  to  the 
party  who  contracts  with  the  agent, 
does'  not  affect  the  contract,  as  to  such 
party.     {Id,) 


TITLE. 

1.  In  order  to  avoid  a  subsequent  grants 
under  the  statnte  concerning  the  convey- 
ance of  lands  adversely  possessed,  the 
prior  possession  munt  be  under  claim  of 
some  specific  title,  llie  title  under  which 
the  prior  possessipn  is  claimed  to  be 
held  must  cover  the  premises.  {Hallat 
agt.  BeUy  53  Barb.,  247.) 

2.  If  the  lines  under  the  first  grant  ara 
erroneously  located,  so  as  to  embrace 
more  land  than  is  actually  covered  by 
such  grant,  the  subsequent  grant  of 
the  land  contiguous  to  the  first  is  not 
afiected,  as  to  that  portion  thns^  er- 
roneously included  within  the  lines 
by  the  first  grantee,  though  actually 
occupied  and  claimed  by  him  under 
his  grant    {Id.) 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  for  trespass  on 
land,  it  is  determined  by  the  verdict 
that  the  grant  to  the  plaintiff  did  not 
cover  the  land  in  dispute,  but  that  it 
was  embraced  in  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance from  the  same  grantor  to  the 
de'fendant  the    claini    of   the    plain- 
tiff IB  not  *'  under,**  but  outaide  of  his 
title,  and  the  defendant's  grant  <rf  the 
disputed  piece  ia  valid,     {id,) 
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4.  The  qneetion  of  a  right  of  way,  either 
pablic  or  private,  le  a  qaestion  of  title 
to  real  estate,  which  h  justice  of  the 
peace  has  no  jnriadiction  to  try.  (LUtle 
agt.  Denn,  1  JTeyflv,  235.) 

5.  Where  the  plaintiff  sues  before  a  jus- 
tice for  an  obstraction  of  the  highway, 
if  the  defendant  desires  to  raise  the 
qaestion  of  title,  or  right  of  way,  he 
SDonld  at  the  time  of  answering,  nave 
delivered  to  the  instice  the  audertaking 
prescribed  by  &  56  of  the  Code.  Hav- 
ing failed  to  do  that,  he  cannot  after- 
wards qaestion  the  existence  of  the 
highway.    {Id,) 

6.  Bat  the  defendant  may,  by  proper 
evidence,  show  the  established  bonn- 
daries  of  the  highway,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  alleged  obstrac- 
tion was  not  within  sach  bonndaries. 
To  entide  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in 
sach  action,  he  mast  prove  the  exis- 
tence of  the  highway  by  other  evi- 
dence that  the  mere  nser  by  the  pab- 
lic for  the  term  of  one  year.    {Id.) 

7.  The  qaestion  of  encroachment  upon 
the  highway  may  be  determined  with- 
out involvinff  the  question  of  title — ^it 
may  be  simply  a  qaestion  of  boundary. 

8.  W.  mortgaged  to  M.  &  Co.  certain 
personal  property,  including  manufac- 
tured iron,  in  the  usual  form,  to  wit, 
a  sale  with  condition  that  the  same 
should  be  void  on  payment  of  certain 
promissory  notes.  In  default  of  such 
payment  the  mortgagees  were  em- 
powered to  enter  on  the  premises  and 
take  the  mortgaged  property  away  and 
sell  it ;  until  such  entry  and  demand, 
W.  to  remain  in  possession,  but  only 
as  agent  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
mortgagees: 

Meldj  that  title  was  in  the  mortgagees, 
M.  &.  Co.,  after  defiekult,  and  the  sheriff, 
under  an  ezeoation  against  W.,  was  a 
trespasser  in  levering  upon  and  taking 
such  property  into  nis  possession. 
(Farmefi  Bank  of  Wcuhington  C<nmly 
agt  Chwan^  2  iTi^et ,  217.) 

9.  The  possession  by  W.,  under  the 
terms  of  the  mortgage  cited  above, 
was  the  possession  of  M.  d&  Co.    (Id.) 

10.  The  doctrine  that  the  title  to  col- 
laterals taken  as  security  for  a  debt, 
passes,  without  delivery  to  the  pur- 
chaser upon  the  sale  of  the  debt  (see 
opinion  of  Potter,  J.)  not  affirmed. 
{bortkeimer  agt  Nichols,  2  Keya,  260.) 

11.  When  the  president  of  an  insolvent 
incorporated  company  has  purchased 
property  of  the  company,  and  paid 
for  the  same  by  canceling   an   ante- 


cedent debt  due  him  from  the  com* 
pany,  and  has  sold  such  property  to 
a  hona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  the 
title  thereto  passed  to  such  purchaser, 
although  the  purchase  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  company  was  void  as  to 
the  creditors  of  the  company.  {Heroy 
agt  Kerr,  2  Keyet,  582.) 

12.  An  execution  issaed  upon  a  judg- 
ment against  the  company  will  not 
reach  such  property  in  the  hands  of  a 
bona  fide  pnrohaser  for  value.    {Id. ) 


TOW-BOATS. 


1.  A  tow-boat  eompanjr  engaged  in  the 
business  of  towing  is  not,  for  such 
purposes  a  common  carrier,  nor  sub- 
ject to  the  liabilities  assumed  by  such 
engagements.  {Arctic  Fire  Ins,  Co., 
agt.  Austin,  54  Barb.,  559.) 

2.  The  proprietors  of  a  tow-boat  so  en 
gaged  are  liable  for  negligence  in  per* 
forming  the  special  duty  they  have 
undertaken,  and  not  otherwise.    (Id.) 

3.  The  words  "  at  the  risk  of  the  master 
or  owners,'*  m  a  permit  for  the  towing 
of  a  boat,  do  not  excuse  the  proprietor 
of  a  tow-boat  fi-om  liability  lor  negli- 
gence in  performing  his  contract 
{Id) 

4.  The  i&aster  of  a  tow-boat  is  not 
chargeable  with  negligence  becanse 
the  captain  of  the  boat  towed  fails  to 

Eroviae  a  watch  or  lights  on  board  his 
oat    (Id.) 

5.  The  captain  of  a  tow-boat  has  not  the 
entire  cnarge  and  control  of  the  boats 
he  takes  in  tow.  Although  the  latter  are 
attached  to  his  vesseC  the  captains 
and  crew  are  on  board,  and  are  re- 
quired to  use  care  and  caution  on  their 
part  They  are  not  the  servants  of 
the  captain  of  the  towing  boat 
{Id.) 

6.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  captain  of  the 
boat  towed  to  see  to  its  guidance,  to 
steer  it  when  neeescAry,  and  to  take 
the  necessary  precautions  on  his  part 
If  he  omits  such  care  and  precaution^ 
and  iniury  arises  from  snch  neglect, 
he,  and  not  the  owner  of  the  tow-boaty 

.  is  to  bear  the  consequences.    {Id.) 

7  Although  the  master  of  the  towing 
boat  may,  as  a  matter  of  precaution, 
give  directions  as  to  what  is  necessary 
or  proper  to  be  done  on  board  of  the 
boat  towed,  yet  the  omission  to  give 
such  directions  is  not  clearly  neglig- 
ence on  his  part.  It  may  go  to  the 
jury  as  a  fact  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence.    (Id.) 
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TRESPASS. 

1.  This  action  was  for  trespass  apon  land. 
The  law  seems  to  have  been  changed 
by  the  Revised  Statutes  and  hj  the 
Cfode  since  the  decision  in  Douglas  agt 
Valentine,  7  Johns.,  273,  277  ;  1 JB.  3^., 
390,  J 7;  2  B.  8.,  237;  Code,  5,55. 
The  aefendaot's  plea,  prima  /cuke  at 
least,  admitted  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises in  controTersY  in  the  pUuntiff. 
Defendant  also  aomitted  Uie  catting 
constituting  the  trespass,  hot  set  up  a 
defense  of  title  which  ne  failed  to  prove. 
{TkomptonngL  Bmnett,  2  Keyet,  503.) 

SL  It  is  too  late  now,  for  the  first  time, 
to  say  that  the  cnttinv  was  not  within 
the  premises  describea  in  the  complaint, 
it  not  being  clear  that  it  was  not  with- 
in the  description  contained  in  the  oom- 
plaint    {Id.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  The  office  of  a  jnrj  is  to  find,  facts  up- 
on eonjlicting  evidence.  If  there  is  no 
dispute  and  the  proof  is  clear,  then  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  apply  the  law 
and  pronounce  Judgment  And  even 
where  the  evidence  is  not  wholly  on 
one  side,  yet  if  a  verdict  would  be  set 
aside  as  being  against  the  clear  weight 
of  the  eVidence,the  court  should  direct 
the  verdict  {Oamu  agt  PlaUj  ante, 
100.) 

2.  It  is  an  elementary  mle,  which  forbids 
a  man  to  insist,  at  different  times,  on 
the  truth  of  each  of  two  conflicting 
allegations,  according  to  the  prompt- 
ings of  his  private  interest.     {Id.) 

3.  If,  after  a  cause  has  been  once  proper- 
ly placed  on  the  calendar  for  a  short 
cause  day  and  is  not  reached  for  trial 
on  that  dayj  or  is  moved  off  without 
any  day  being  assigned,  and  it  does 
not  appear  on  the  calendar  for  the  next 
short  cause  day,  either  party  may,  at 
the  opening  of  tjie  court  on  that  day, 
move  the  court  to  place  the  cause  on 
the  calendar,  and  when  the  cause  is 
reached  for  trial,  take  the  default  of  the 
other  party,  if  he  fail  to  appear.  The 
default  so  taken  will  be  regular ;  and 
this,  although  the  other  party,  on  the 
afternoon  of  the  day  before,  inspected 
the  calendar  in  the  clerk's  office,  and 
did  not  find  the  cause  tbereunan,  and 
for  that  reason  did  not  attend.  {Barton 
agt  McKinley,  ante,  283.) 

4.  A  like  procedure  may  be  had  where 
the  court  sets  down  a  short  cause  for  a 

Particular  short  cause  day,  and  the  same 
oes  not  appear  on  the  calendar  for 
thai  day.    (Id) 


5.  Hereafter,  the  tact  that  in  snch  >.-»■ 
the  cause  does  not  appear  on  the  calen- 
dar as  made  out  by  the  clerk,  and  pub- 
lished in  the  newspafwrs  of  Uie  day 
before  the  one  on  which  the  cause  u 
called,  nor  on  the  calendar  published 
on  the  morning  of  that  day,  will  not  be 
taken  as  an  excuse  for  failing  to  appear 
on  the  trial,  or  if  appearing,  for  faAing 
to  be  ready ;  and  tnis,  even  though  the 
party  so  failing  may  have  examined  all 
of  such  calendars,  and  found  that  the 
cause  was  not  thereon.    {Id.) 

6.  An  order  made  at  the  drcuit,  before 
trial,  that  "the  defendant  pay  forth- 
with the  amount  demanded  in  tne  com- 
plaint and  the  costs  of  the  action  to  be 
taxed ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  not 
move  his  action  for  trial,  unless  the 
defendant  failed  to  pay  forthwith  such 
damages  and  costs,"  u  appealable, 
{Jonet  agt.  Case,  ante,  349.) 

7.  Where  a  defendant  insists  noon  a  de- 
fense, until  his  cause  is  called  and 
moved  for  trial  by  the  other  party,  he 
cannot  then  put  an  end  to  tne  action 
by  payment,  without  being  liable  to 
pay  a  trial  fee  if  the  plaintiff  insists 
upon  it    {Id.) 

&  It  is  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a  verdict 
in  cases  where  a  finding  contrary  to 
the  direction  prayed  for,  would  he  set 
aside.    {Shirley  agt  Vail,  ante,  406.) 

9.  If  the  evidence  is  such  that  a  verdict, 
finding  the  facts  different  from  those 
claimed  by  the  conneel  in  his  request  to 
the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  would  be 
set  aside  as  against  evidence,  the  court 
errs  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as 
requested,    (vd.) 

10.  A  refusal  of  an  adjoMmmenl,  is  not  the 
subject  of  exception,  but  may  be  re- 
viewed on  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
(Brooklyn,  Oil  Wcrit  agt  Brown,  ante, 
451.)     • 

11.  A  motion  for  adjournment  must  be 
based  upon  an  affidavit,  and  will  not 
be  entertained  on  a  statement  ore  tenus, 
(Id.) 


13.  The  affidavit  mnst  contain  these 
sentiul  conditions, — an  affidavit  of 
merits;  the  materiality  of  the  absent 
evidenoe;  due  diligence  in  the  en- 
deavor to  proonre  the  attendance  of  the 
witness,  and  an  assurance  of  his  proba- 
ble attendance  at  the  time  proposed  for 
the  adjournment    (Id.) 

13.  When  a  special  affidavit  neoesssr}^ 
and  the  fkcts  necessary  to  be  stated 
therein  ;  also  what  detailed  fificts  necee- 
sary  to  be  stated  in  a  general  affidavit 

(Id.) 
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14.  The  provition  of  the  constitation  le- 
cnriDg  the  trial  by  jonr  "  in  all  caaea  in 
which  it  has  heretofore  beeu  used," 
does  not  prevent  the  legislatore  from 
authorising  triala  to  be  ^id  otherwise 
than  by  a  common  law  jnr^  of  twelve, 
in  civil  courts  of  local  jnrisdiction,  in 
the  case  of  actions  in  which  the  amoont 
claimed  does  not  exceed  the  limit  of 
each  jorisdiction,  as  it  was  established 
before  the  coustitation  took  effect. 
{People^  ex  rel.  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Healtk  agt.  Lcme,  6  Abb,  N,  8.,  105.) 

TEOVEB. 

1.  Bj  the  mles  of  practice  and  pleading 
before  the  Code,  an  action  of  trover 
oonld  not  be  sustained  without  proof 
of  a  detention  or  conversion  or  the 
property  alleged  to  have  been  un- 
lawfully taken ;  but  as  the  forms  of 
pleading  do  not  now  control,  the  court, 
in  an  action  for  wrongfully  taking  and 
carrying  away  and  converting  pro- 
perty, must  examine  the  evidence,  and 
if  the  proof,  or  facts  found  by  the  jury, 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  judgment,  such 
judgment  snould  be  given,  even  though 
not  asked  for  by  the  complaint.  {S^ 
drUige  agt.  Adamt^  54  Barb.,  417.) 

8.  The  plaintiff  having  in  his  possession 
a  buggy  wagon  which  he  had  hired 
for  a  year,  Irom  J.,  let  it  to  the  de- 
fendant, It  was  used  by  H.  and  was 
brought  back  and  received  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  wagon  having  been 
injured  b^  H.  during  its  use,  the  plain- 
tiff sent  it  to  a  shop,  for  repair.  H. 
afterward  told  him  to  get  the  wagon 
fixed  and  he  would  pay  for  it,  the  de- 
fendant becoming  his  surety  for  such 
repairs.  Subsequently  H.  and  the 
defendant  took  uie  wagon  to  another 
shop,  had  it  repaired  and  returned  it 
to  the  plaintiff,  before  suit  brought, 
and  it  remained  in  his  p(Mses8ion : 

BeJd,  that  the  bailment  of  the  wagon 
continued  until  it  was  repaired  and 
returned  ;  and  there  being  an  implied 
license  from  the  plaiuiiff  to  H.,  and 
the  defendant  acting  under  him,  to 
have  the  wagon  repaired,  the  removal 
of  it  from  one  shop  to  another,  for  that 
pocpose,  was  not  an  unlawful  taking 
ajpue  property.    (Id,) 

Beldj  aUoj  that  there  was  no  conversion ; 
that  iJ^e  defendant  was  guilty  only  of 
a  mere  asportation ;  he  did  not  inter- 
fere with  the  plaintiff's  dominion  over 
the  wagon ;  his  title  being  reoo^ized 
and  acknowledged  throughout;  it  was 
noi  ti^en  or  detained  with  the  intent 
to  convert  it  to  the  defendant's  use,  or 
th^use  of  any  one  else ;  he  assumed 


no  ownership  over  it ;  and  it  was  not 
iniured  while  in  his  possession.    (Id,) 

Held,  farther,  th$L%  even  if  it  were  con- 
ceded that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of 
a  technical  trespass,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  the  full  value 
of  the  wagon.  That  he  having  but  a 
special  property  in  the  wagon,  under 
a  bailment  for  a  year,  and  it  not  hav- 
ing been  converted,  J.,  the  general 
owner,  could,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
year,  follow  and  take  it  wherever 
found.    (Id,) 

5.  That  there  being  not  only  no  con- 
version, but  a  return  of  the  property 
before  suit  brought,  the  plaintiff  s  re- 
fusal, then,  to  accept  it,  entitled  him  to 
recover  onlv  the  value  of  his  special 
property.  And  that,  in  the  absence  of 
any  proof  of  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's 
special  interest  in  the  wagon,  the  court 
could  not  assume  it  to  be  over  six 
cents.    (Id,) 

TKUST  AND  TEUSTEES. 

1.  Where  the  grantee  of  lands  holds  the 
legal  estate  in  the  premises,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  conveyance  to  him 
which  would  give  notice  to  any  one 
that  he  holds  it  only  in  truti  for  anoth- 
er, there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  fore- 
closure and  sale  by  advertisement,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  of  a  moitgage, 
given  by  him  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  would 
vest  in  a  bona  fde  purchaser,  under 
the  foreclosure  sale,  without  notice  of 
the  trust,  a  iJtle  which  would  cut  off 
the  equity  of  the  cestui  que  trust  al- 
though DO  notice  of  the  proceedings 
were  served  on  him.  (Brown  agt. 
Cherry t  ante^  352.) 

2.  But  the  trustee  in  such  case  would  be 
liable  to  the  cestui  que  trust  for  the  loss 
he  sustained  by  his  wrongful  act  in 
mortgaging  the  premises ;  and  it  would 
be  no  answer  to  such  alleged  liability 
that  he  supposed  he  was  acting  for  the 
cestui  que  trust  when  he  executed  the 
mortgage.    (Id,) 

3.  Therefore,  for  this  reason,  the  trustee 
baa  Auch  a  j^ecuniary  imtereti  in  the 
question,  as  will  authorise  him  to  bring 
an  action,  in  his  own  name,  to  restrain 
the  foreclosure  of  such  mortgaKe. 
(Id,) 

4.  The  trustee  is  also  "a  inuteeofan  ex- 
pros  trusts*  and  can  sue  without  join- 
mg  with  him  the  person  for  whose 
benefit  the  actifn  is  prosecuted  (Cud* 
§  113).  For  he  not  only  held  the  legal 
title  to  the  land  in  his  own  name,  for  the 
benefit  of  another,  but  the  very  mort- 
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^affe  in  qneetaon  was  executed  by  him 
m  his  own  name,  not  for  his  own  bene- 
fit, but  for  the  benefit,  as  he  snpposed, 
of  his  catui  que  tnuL    (Id.) 

5.  The  Code  ($  113)  says,  that  "a trustee 
of  an  express  trust,  wiCnin  the  meaning 
of  this  section,  shall  be  construed  to  in- 
clude a  person  with  tekcm,  or  in  whose 
name^  a  cofUraet  it  made  jor  the  he»efiX 
of  another.^     {Id,) 

6.  It  is  error  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  ceetui 
que  trust  was  not  made  a  party.  It  is 
enough*  that  he  was  entitled  to  cooi- 
mence  the  action  alone,  or  in  coi^juno- 
tiou  with  the  cestui  qye  trust.  If  he  has 
a  standing  in  court  m  either  way  upon 
the  pleadings,  the  complaint  cannot 
be  dismissea    (Id.) 

7.  A  mort^fage  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a 
disposition  of  land  by  deed,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  article  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  respecting  uses  and  trnsto. 
(Buckli»  agt.  BucJUisi,  1  JTeyet,  141.) 

8.  A  trust  of  personalty  is  not  within 
the  statutes  of  uses  ana  trusts,  and  mav 
be  created  for  any  purpose  not  forbid- 
den by  law.    {la.) 

9.  The  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
commence  running  against  an  infant 
cestui  que  trust,  although  her  right  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage  accrue  to  her 
more  than  ten  years  before  she  becomes 
of  age,    {Id.) 

10.  A  deed  of  tmst  made  for  the  payment 
of  debts  extends  only  to  the  debts  ex- 
isting at  the  time  of  making  the  deed. 
{Gi&ert agt.  Gilbert,  1  Kofes,  159.) 

11.  There  must  be  a  trustee  competent 
to  take  the  fund  so  as  to  secure  the  ap- 
propriation to  the  purpose  intended. 
There  can  be  no  valid  trust  unless  the 
title  can  vest  in  some  person  natural  or 
artificial  by  favor  or  the  gift  itself. 
(Sherwood  agt.  Americai^  Bible  Society, 
1  Keyes,  561.) 

19.  A  debt  becoming  due  subsequently 
to  the  making  of  snoh  deed,  under  the 
act  of  March  22, 1811,  making  stock- 
holders of  certain  corporations  liable 
for  the  debts  thereof  due  and  owing 
after  its  dissolution,  is  not  within  the 
provision  of  such  deed.  (Borne  Ez- 
chanye   Bank  agt.    Sames,  1   Keyes, 

13.  A  husband,  on  his  separation  from 
his  wife,  created  a  trust  and  supplied  a 
fund  ($50,000)  to  be  exclusively  re- 
served for  her  maintenance.  6y  a 
deed  of  separation,  executed  by  the 
husband  and  his  wife,  as  well  as  by 
the  trustees,  it  was  stipulated  that  the 


fund  should  be  invested  in  a  oertain 
manner,  and  the  proceeds  applied 
to  the  maintenanoe  of  the  wife.  A 
portion  thereof  (20,000)  was  to  be 
kept  invested  on  bond  and  mortgags 
during  her  lifie.  The  wife  was  empow- 
ered 10  dispose,  by  will,  of  the  whole 
or  anj  part  of  the  fund  which  might 
remain  unexpended,  at  her  death. 
Following  a  covenant  that  the  husband 
would  permit  his  wife  to  live  separate 
and  apart  from  him,  and  that  he  would 
not  exercise  or  claim  marital  control 
over  her,  or  interfere  with  her  in  any 
manner,  there  was  a  stipulation  in  the 
deed  that  nothing  therein  contained 
should  preclude  the  husband  from 
ance  of  the  trusts  and  agreement  em< 
taking  all  lawful  means,  should  oc- 
casion arise,  to  compel  the  perform- 
braced  herein : 

Reldy  that  the  husband  had  a  sufficient 
legal  and  equitable  interest  in  the 
trust  fund  to  authorise  him  to  intervene 
for  its  protection*  by  an  action  against 
the  wife  and  trustees,  if  there  was 
reason  to  fear  that  the  fund  would  be 
diverted  from  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  provided.  (Craiuton  AgL  PUmb, 
54  Barb.,  50.) 

14.  Held,  also,  that  if  the  tmst  was  faith* 
fully  excuted,  the  $20,000  required  to 
be  kept  invested  on  bond  and  mort- 
gage during  the  life  of  the  wife,  would 
be  unexpended  at  the  time  of  her 
decease ;  and  as  it  was  possible  that 
the  wife  might  make  no  disposition 
of  tiie  trnst  rand,  or  any  portion  of  it, 
by  willj  and  the  estate  of  the  trustees 
would,  in  "that  event,  cease,  and  what- 
ever should  remain  unexpended  would 
revert  to  the  hnsband,  as  the  donor ; 
these  circumstances  gave  him  a  pecu- 
niary interest  in  the  fund  which  justi- 
fied him  in  applying  to  the  oonrt  for  the 

Srotection  ana  preservation  of  the  ftind, 
uring  the  life  of  the  wife.    (Id.) 

15.  By  the  terms  of  a  trust  deed  the 

grantor  professed  to  create  a  tmst  in 
le  property  conveyed,  for  the  benefit 
of  his  wife  and  five  minor  children. 
The  instrument  required  the  trustees 
to   collect   and  receive    the  moneys, 

Sroceeds  and  income  arising  from  any 
isposition  that  might  be  made  of  the 
premises  and  property  granted  and 
sold,  and  to  invest  the  same  in  good 
and  safe  interest-paying  securities,  and 
to  collect  and  rece  ve  Uie  interest  and 
income  arising  therefrom,  and  al»o,  in 
his  discretion,  the  principal,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  dispose  of  such  securi- 
ties as  he  should  think  best  whether 
from  interest  or  principal,  again  to 
invest  and  to  reinvest,  in  nis  ^discre- 
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tion  ;  and  ont  of  Hie  moneys  or  income 
arising  from  the  property  granted  and 
sold,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  to  pay 
the  expenses  t>fexecating  and  carrying 
out  the  trust,  and  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation to  him  for  his  services  as 
trustee  ;  and  to  apply  the  balance  of 
the  said  income,  and  the  principal,  so 
far  as  in  his  iadgment  might  be  re- 
quired, to  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  the  rrantor^B  wife  and  children. 
And  on  tne  arrival  of  the  youngest  of 
said  children  then  living,  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one  vears,  or  upon  the  decease 
of  M.  and  A.,  the  two  youngest  chil- 
dren, should  ttiey  die  before  tnat  time, 
to  convey  to  vhe  children  then  living, 
and  to  the  grantor's  wife,  or  to  sucn 
of  them  as  shonld  survive,  and  the 
descendants  of  any  such  of  them  as 
might  be  dead,  the  said  property  then 
remain^  in  trust,  in  equal  shares  and 

Sroportions;  the  descendants  of  the 
eceased  child  to  take  the  share 
their  parent,  if  alive,  woud  have 
taken : 

JBiUdf  that  the  effect  of  the  language  used 
in  the  deed  was.  that  the  trust  should 
continne  until  tne  grantor's  youngest 
child  then  living  should  attain  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  in  case  that  age  was 
reached  within  the  lifetime  of  M.  and 
A.  That  if  it  should  be,  then  the 
trustee  must  convey  to  the  grantor's 
wife  and  children,  even  if  all  of  them 
should  at  that  time  be  living.  That  it 
that  age  should  not  be  attained  while 
H.  and  A.,  were  living,  then  at  their 
decease  he  must  convey,  if  every  one 
of  the  surviving  chil(u*en  at  that  time 
should  continue  to  be  minom.  (Levy 
agt.  Mart,  54  Barb,,  *248.) 

16.  That  there  could  be  no  possibility, 
therefore,  of  the  estate  of  Uie  trustee 
extending  beyond  the  duration  of  the 
two  designated  lives ;  and  it  was  not 
within  the  nrohibition  of  the  statute 
relating  to  future  estates  in  lands,  or 
the  statute  relating  to  the  suspension 
of  the  ownership  of  personal  property. 

17.  Both  those  statutes  allow  the  title  to 
be  suspended  for  two  lives  in  being 
and  ascertained  when  the  deed  is 
made  ;  and  no  greater  suspension  was 
provided  for  in  this  case.    {Id,) 

18.  If  a  trust  is  void,  as  suspending  the 
power  of  alienation,  and  tne  absolute 
ownership  of  the  property  conveyed, 
beyond  the  period  of  two  lives  in  being 
when  the  trust  was  created,  the 
grantor  of  the  trust  cannot  maintain 
an  action  in  equity  to  set  aside  the 
trust  deed  on  the  ground  that  such  is 
its  legal  character.    If  it  be  void,  it 


canuot  be  even  a  cloud  upon  the 
^^rau tor's  title ;  because,  if  void  upon 
its  face,  it  cannot  by  any  possibility 
be  productive  of  injury  to  him,  or  his 
estate,  and  therefore  will  furnish  no 
ground  authorizing  a  court  of  equity  to 
remove  it,  as  likely  to  preiudice  the 
grantor,  or  his  estate.     {Id.) 

19.  The  grantor  in  a  trust  deed,  as  the 
legal  owner  of  the  property  conveyed, 
has  no  right  to  maintain  an  action  to 
obtain  a  construction  of  the  deed. 
That  privilege  is  confined  to  the 
trustee,  or  to  those  claming  under  the 
trust  and  requiring  its  execution.  (Id.) 

TURNPIKE   COMPANIES. 

1.  The  certificate  of  inspectors  that  a 
road  has  been  constructed  according 
to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
statute  in  such  cases,  is  not  conclusive 
against  the  people  in  an  action  to 
va<»te  the  charter  of  the  corporation 
for  not  constructing  and  maintaining 
their  road  in  the  manner  required  by 
law.  {People  agt.  Watetford  and  SUu- 
water  Shtmpike  Company,  2  Keyes, 
327.) 

2.  It  utTtu  that  such  certificate  is  prima 
facie  sufficent  to  authorize  the  com- 
pany to  erect  gates  and  demand  tolls, 
and  cannot  perhnps  be  impeached  coll- 
aterally in  an  action  by  such  company 
to  recover  tolls,  or  penalties  for  their 
non-payment    {Id,) 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  people  as  above 
stated,  evidence  showing  the  condition 
of  the  road  from  the  time  of  first 
taking  tolls  to  the  commencement 
of    the  action  is  clearly  admissible. 

(/a.) 

4.  The  reAisalof  the  judge  upon  the  trial 
of  an  action,  to  charge  that  the  com- 
pany were  not  r«iquired  to  use  extra- 
ordinary and  enormous  expenses  in 
constructing  the  road,  and  his  reading 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  directing 
how  the  road  should  be  constructed, 
and  his  charge  that  the  company  were 
bound  to  comply  with  the  statute,  were 
all  correct    (Id.) 

5.  Negligence  with  knowledge  is  in* 
tentional,  willful  and  malicious.    {Id.\ 

6.  Where  the  statute  provides  that  thf 
road  "shall  be  bedded  with  stone, 
gravel  or  such  other  material  as  may 
be  found  on  the  line  thereof,"  this 
cannot  be  construed  to  authorize  the 
use  of  the  ordinary  soil,  where  this  is 
not  gravel  or  some  other  hard  material. 
{Id.) 
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7.  The  words  "  along  the  line,"  as  used 
in  the  statate,  mean,  to  a  reasonable 
distance  on  each  side  of  the  line,  and 
if  stone  or  gravel  or  other  material  for 
making  a  hard  bed.  can  be  foand  with- 
in one  x  two  miles  of  the  road,  it  is 
'* along  the  line,"  and  most  besought 
for  the  bedding.    {IcL) 


UNDEBTAKINa. 

1.  ni>on  a  suit  brought  in  a  conrt  of  the 
United  States,  n()on  an    undertaking 

fiven  in  an  action  in  a  state  court,  con- 
itioned  to  pay  the  iud^ent  if  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  is  aenied,  if  it  appears 
that  the  undertaking  was  merely  an 
additional  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  judgment,  and  tiiat  the  aefeudant 
has  appealed  from  the  order  denying 
a  new  trial  and  that  the  state  court  has 
upon  motion  stayed  proceedings  upon 
the  judgment  pending  the  appeal,  the 
defendants  can,  by  an  auxilfiary  suit 
iu  equity,  obtain  a  stay  of  idl  proceed- 
ings upon  any  judgment  that  the  plain- 
tin  may  recover  in  a  suit  on  the  under- 
taking pending  the  appeal  in  the  qtate 
GOurL  [MerchanW  NatunuU  Bwnk  agt. 
Leland^  onfe,  31.) 


USUET, 

1.  Where  the  defendants  had  paid  for  the 
money  loaned  them,  nearly  the  amount 
ot  the  note  in  suit  at  the  time  of  the 
original  loan,  and  on  the  different  re- 
newals, to  the  lender ; 

J9eU,  that  it  was  gross  nmty-j-the  jur^ 
having  found  by  their  verdict  tHatit 
was  the  money  of  the  lender.  (Berlin 
agt.  Mapet,  antt,  288.) 

3L  As  usurious  contracts  are  nob  abso- 
lutely void,  but  are  capable  of  bein|r 
treated  as  valid,  by  the  borrower,  if 
the  mortgagor  allows  the  property  to 
be  sold  under  a  foreclosure,  without 
taking  the  necessary  means  to  avoid 
the  mortgage,  an  innocent  purchaser 
cannot  be  affected  by  any  usunr  in  the 
loan.  {EUioU  agU  Wood,  53  Barb., 
286.) 

4.  It  is  essential  to  the  defense  of  usury, 
tiiat  there  should  be  a  corrupt  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  to  the  loan, 
that  the  lender  shall  have  secured  to 
him  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than 
that  allowed  by  statute.  (iSScAoop  agt 
Clarke,  1  Keyee,  181.) 

6.  Where  a  note  or  bill  is  made  for  a 
lai^er  amount  than  the  party  discount- 
ing it  expected  to  advance,  and  it  is 


agreed  that  the  paper  shall  be  negoti- 
ated tor  the  security  of  the  amonn 
advanced  only,  the  transaction  is  not 
usurious.  {Id,) 

6.  It  is  no  varianoe  to  count  upon  the 
note  or  bill,  and  to  prove  on  trial,  to 
rebut  the  defense  of  usury,  that  only  a 
part  of  the  face  of  the  note  is  demand 
ed.    {Id.) 

7.  Where  a  party,  in  loaning  money  to 
another,  is  put  to  trouble  and  expense 
in  procuring  the  same,  a  charge  for 
such  trouble  and  expense  is  not  nsniy. 
Whether  such  ohai^  is  made  to  cover 
usury,  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
(M!aton  agt  Alger,  2  jr«yu,  41.) 

8.  In  cases  of  usury  it  is  a  question  for 
the  jury,  under  proper  instruction  from 
the  court  (Sixer  agL  Miller,  1  HiU,  227), 
whether  there  was  any  intention  to 
evade  the  lawr  a^^ainst  it.  But  it  teems 
that  if  the  case  is  such  that  the  court 
would  be  bound  to  grant  a  new  trial 
if  the  jury  found  ouierwise,  then  a 
nonsuit  or  verdict  would  ordinarily  be 
sustained.  {Bctbtne  agt  DiUaye,  3 
Keyet,  506.) 

9.  Where  uneurrent  money  is  applied 
for  and  received  bv  the  borrower  as 
being  equally  gooa  for  his  pur|)ose8 
with  current,  toe  transaction  is  not 
therefore  necessarily  free  from  osury. 
The  defendant's  contract  or  agreement 
to  pav  usury  in  any  form  could  not 
repeal  the  statute.    (Id,) 

10.  Where  the  agent  of  the  lender  falselv 
represents  himself  to  be  the  principal, 
the  borrower  believing  him  to  be  snch, 
and  takes  a  bonus  in  excess  of  legal  in- 
terest for  the  loan,  it  is  not  usurious  if 
the  actual  lender  did  not  take  usurious 
interest  himself,  or  know  of  its  being 
taken.  {Lee  agt  Chadsey,  2  Keyet,  545.) 


YENDOB  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  The  refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  ao> 
oept  a  sufficient  deea  of  land,  agreea- 
ble to  the  contract)  duly  tendered  by 
the  vendor, — 

Held,  to  exonerate  the  vendor,  both  from 
the  obligation  to  conve^r,  and  the  obli- 
gation to  return  the  portion  of  the  pur- 
chase money  received  on  the  contract 
(Simon  agt  Kalitie,  6  Abb,  N.,  S,, 
224.) 

2.  S.  sold  and  sent  to  O.  a  qnntity  of 
liouors,  under  an  agreement  thai  if  O. 
sold  oat  his  hotel  he  might  send  back 
the  unsold  liquors  to  ».  O.^  after 
having  sold  onlv  a  small  portion  of 
the  liquors,   sold  bis  hotel,  and  sent 
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the  bdlanoe  of  the  Uqnon  to  the  rail- 
road depot  to  be  ahipped  back  to  8. 
While  they  were  still  at  the  depot, 
oiarked  and  directed  to  S.,  thej  were 
eeized  by  the  defendant,  a«  ■berif^ 
upon  an  attachment  agaioflt  the  prop- 
erty of  O. . 

JBeldt  that  even  aaanming  that  the  titlei 
passed  to  O.  on  the  aeliyery  of  the 
goods  to  him,  the  delivenr  of  the 
liqaors  at  the  depot,  for  reshipment  to 
the  vendor,  in  porsoanoe  of  the  original 
contract,  reinvested  the  latter  with  the 
title.  (SitUim  agt  Orotbjff  54  Biurb. 
80.) 

Seidy  aUoy  that  the  assent  of  the  vendor 
to  receive  back  the  propertjr  in  case 
the  purchaser  should  sell  his  hotel, 
made  the  delivery  of  the  property  to 
the  carrier,  for  the  purpose  of  return- 
ing the  same  to  the  vendor,  valid  and 
OTOCtual  to  reinvest  S.  witn  the  title, 
as  upon  a  resale  of  the  liquors.     {Id.) 

3.  A  bill  of  sale,  containing  a  deeoription 
of  the  goods  sold,  such  as  is  generally 
furnished  by  venaors,iB  not  conclusive 
as  to  the  terms  upon  which  the  jgfoods 
were  sold.  Thoi^h  prima  faune  evi- 
dence of  a  sale,  it  ooes  not  preclude  the 
vendor  from  showing  thel  actual  fiuits 
respecting  such  sale.    (/d. ) 


VEEDICT. 

1.  The  jury  were  instructed  to  find  upon 
the  question  of  fraud  in  a  sale,  ana  on 
the  ri^ht  of  stoppage  in  transit,  and 
that  either  of  these  points,  found  af- 
firmatively, would  entitle  plaintiff  to 
a  verdict : 

ffeldf  that  a  verdict  "  for  the  plaintiff, 

$-- ,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,**  was 

a  sufficiently  formal  finding  of  fraud 
to  sustain  a  judgment ;  aluiou^h  if  a 
general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  had 
been  rendered,  it  must  have  been  set 
aside.  IFnuchtarit  agt  Henricntei,  6 
Abb.  IT.  S,,  251.) 

2.  If,  in  the  finding  of  a  jury,  special 
matter  follows  or  is  followed  hy  sen- 
eral  matter,  the  verdict  will  be  judged 
according  to  the  special  matter,    (id.) 

3.  There  is  no  fiital  variance  between  the 
indictment  and  the  verdict,  where  the 
former  charges  the  prisoner  with  hav- 
ing felanimuly  stolen^  taken  and  carried 
awavfrom  the  -j^rton,  Jbc.^  and  the  lat- 
ter finds  the  prisoner  guilty  at  charged 
in  the  indictment  of  grand  larceiWj  in 
stealing  frcm  the  penon.  Ac  (Fallon 
agt.  People^  2  Keget^  145.) 


YESIFICATIOK. 

1.  Where  an  action  is  prosecuted  or  de- 
fended for  the  immediate  benefit  of 
one  who  is  not  a  party  on  the  record, 
but  who  is  the  party  in  interest^  a 
pleading  may  be  verified  by  him. 
^Taher  agt.  Oardner,  6  Abb.  N.  A, 
147.) 


VESSEL. 

1.  Where  part  owners  of  a  vessel,  then 
under  charter  to  a  foreign  government, 
assi^^ned  to  the  plaintiffs  au  their  inter- 
est in  said  charter,  and  in  and  to  the 
freight  to  be  earned  under  the  same : 

Seldy  in  an  action  brought  by  the  plain- 
tifis  to  recover  their  share  of  the  freight 
earned  bv  the  vessel  during  the  Mst 
voyage,  tnat  such  freight  was  subject 
to  an  accounting  between  the  several 
co-owners,  for  cul  previous  voyages ;  it 
appearing  that  the  former  voyages  and 
the  one  in  question  were  all  one  entire, 
connected  and  continued  partnership 
transaction.  And  that  the  rights  of  the 
plaintifis,  as  assignees,  were  only  in 
and  to  the  balance,  which  on  a  settle- 
ment of  the  accounts  of  said  several 
voyages,  between  said  co-owners,might 
be  found  due  to  the  plaintiffs  as  such 
assignees.  {Williams  agt  Jjawrence. 
53  Sarb.,  320.) 

2.  Proceedings  in  rem  against  a  vessel 
for  the  price  of  coal  furnished  her,  de- 
termine no  question  of  ownership  of 
the  vessel ;  and,  consequently,  are  not 
admissible  as  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  ownership.  ( Van  Veehten 
agt.  Oriffiihty  1  Keyes,  104.) 

3.  Counsel  desiring  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  as  to  a  particular  proposition, 
not  making  the  proposition  clear  and 
intelligible,  cannot  complain  if  the 
instruction  is  refused,    {id.) 

WABRANTT. 

1.  During  a  negotiation  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  defendants,  for  the  pur* 
chase  of  a  number  of  cows  by  the  for- 
mer, of  the  latter,  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
told  one  of  the  defendants  that  he 
wanted  to  know  if  the  cows  were  all 
right — all  perfect  —  and  when  they 
were  coming  in;  that  the  plaintilm 
wanted  them  to  take  back  into  the 
country  to  sell  to  dairymen,  to  fill  in 
where  their  cows  were  farrow  and 
old,  d&c.;  that  they  must  know  whether 
they  were  all  coming  in  in  good  season,  • 
as  they  had  to  warrant  uem  coming 
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in,  and  wanted  them  peifeet  every 
waj,  dM.  The  defendant  tald  thej 
were  all  coming  in  in  good  season  hnt 
one,  &€.: 

ffsld,  that  ihe  inry  had  a  ridit  to  find, 
from  this  eT(denoe,that  the  defendants 
warranted  the  oows  to  be  with  calf, 
except  one,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  ana 
that  the  times  when  they  became  with 
calf  were  of  snch  dates  inat  they  wonld 
come  in  in  good  season  the  following 
spring,  for  dairy  cows.  That  it  was 
not  necessary  lor  the  defendants  to 
say  the^  warranted  the  cows,  to  make 
them  liable  for  a  warranty  on  them : 
(Bichardsom  agt.  Maaon^  53  Bo/rh., 
601.) 

Etld^  <UtOf  that  the  assertion  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  cows  **  were  all  com- 
ing in  in  good  season  in  the  spring  bnt 
one,"  being  positive  and  uneqniyocal| 
the  plaintifls  had  the  ri^ht  to  rely  on 
it  as  the  absolute  assertion  of  a  fact, 
and  not  the  mere  ezpresvion  of  an 
opinion.  The  aathoriues  are  namer- 
ons  that  snch  an  assertion  may  be  held 
by  a  jnry  to  constitnte  a  warranty. 
{Id,) 

Held^fwrther^  that  the  objection  that  the 
action  was  commenced  oefore  the  time 
arrived  at  which  the  defendaDts  war- 
ranted the  cows  wonld  have  calves, 
even  if  it  had  been  raised  at  the  trial, 
wonld  have  been  unavailable  to  the 
defendants ;  for  the  reason  that  if  the 
cows  were  not  with  calf  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  the  warmnty  was  broken  at 
the  time  the  action  was  commenced. 
And  that  the  time  when  the  cows 
were  to  come  in,  according  to  the 
warranty,  having  passed  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  there  was  no  difficulty  then 
in  establishing  the  alleged  breach  of 
the  warranty.    (Id.) 

2.  A  warranty  that  a  span  of  ponies  are 
all  right  for  livery  purposes  cannot,  it 
§eemty  be  construed  into  a  special  un- 
dertaking that  they  are  not  with  foal. 
One  of  them  bein^  wthfoaX^  is  not  an 
unsoundness  within  the  meaning  of  a 
IBfeneral  warranty.  In  case  of  fraud, 
t<  9eemt,  an  action  wonld  lie  for  special 
damages.  (IfAtAiey  agt  ToMlort  54 
BiMfh.,  536.) 


WILL. 

1.  Although  the  testator    directed  that 
the  legacy  of  $200  to   E.  should  be 

Slid  to  her  by  his  "mu{  execuion^" 
c,  jet  that  it  was  evident  from  the 
provisions  of  the  will  that  he  intended 
to  chaise  the  defendants  personally, 
and  that  the  word  ''ezecators'' was 


merely    descriptive.      ILarhin    ugL 
JToAn,  53  Borb,  2Sl.) 

2.  A  judgment  directing  each  defendant 
to  pay  an  equal  share  of  the  legacy, 
with  costs,  and  in  default  of  such  pay- 
ment, that  the  real  estate  be  sold  to 
satisfy  the  same,  was  proper,  the  ac- 
tion being  in  equity.    (Id.) 

3.  Construction  of  the  will  of  William 
Cole,  proved  before  the  Surrogate  of 
Otsego  county  in  1863.  (53  Barb^ 
607.) 

4.  A  testator,  by  his  will  devised  and 
directed  as  follows ;  "  I  wish  my  per- 
sonal and  real  estate  to  be  appropri- 
ated equally  to  the  ben^t  of  my  wtfe 
Emily,  ana  of  my  [two]  children^" 
(naming  them^ : 

Hddt  that  the  persons  named  took  p&r 
capita^  and  not  fHsr  ttirpes^  and  there- 
fore each  was  entitled  to  one  third  of 
the  residue  of  the  estate  after  the  dower 
interest  of  the  widow  was  satisfied. 
(Seabwry  agt  Brewer^  53  Ba/rb.j  662.) 

5.  Where  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses 
to  a  will  testified  that  the  testatrix 
told  her,  in  the  room  where  and  when 
the  same  was  executed,  before  sig- 
nature,  that  the  paper  or  papers  con- 
stituting the  same  was  or  were  her 
will ;  and  the  other  witness  swore  that 
although  the  testatrix  did  not  say. 
while  she  was  in  the  room,  where  ana 
wh#n  the  papers  were  executed,  that 
th«*y  were  her  will ;  yet,  that  when 
the  testatrix  came  to  the  kitchen  to 
call  her  as  a  witness,  she  told  her  that 
she  wanted  her  to  witness  her  will : 

Held,  that  this  evidence,  together  with 
proof  that  the  testatrix  signed  the  in- 
struments in  the  presence  of  the  two 
witnesses,  and  that  they  signed  their 
names  as  witnesses  in  her  nresenoe, 
and  in  the  presence  of  each  other,  was 
sufficient  to  show  that  they  were  exe- 
cuted and  attested  in  the  manner  re- 
quired by  the  statute.  (Matter  of  Uu 
probate  oflkntnan^t  willy  54  Barb.  274.) 

6.  What  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  testa- 
mentary capacity  of  a  testator  at  the 
time  the  will  was  executed  and  at- 
tested. (Matter  of  the  probate  of 
Mrtnan'e  will,  54  Barb.  274^ 

7.  The  words  "mind  and  memory f**  as 
used  in  our  statute  relating  to  wills 
of  personal  property,  and  as  used  at 
common  law,  are  ana  were  convertible 
terms.    (Id.) 

8.  The  question,  in  respect  to  the  testa- 
mentary capacity,  in  the  abstract,  is, 
had  the  testator  at  the  time,  &;«.,  a 
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mind,  or  mind  and  memory,  BQfSdentlT 
sound  to  make  a  will :  that  i&  to  ^ 
the  thing  or  act  antoorized  by  the 
■tatates ;  bat  practically,  in  most  cases, 
the  question  is,  had  the  testator,  at  tiie 
time,  &c.,  a  mind,  or  mind  and  memory, 
soffidently  noond  to  make  tAs  will  m 
qaestion.    {Id.) 

9.  The  only  legal  test  of  insanity  is  de- 
lusion. Insane  delusion  consists  in  a 
belief  of  facts  which  no  rational  pei^ 
son  would  believe  A  person  may  be 
partially  insane ;  that  is,  he  may  have 
an  insane  belief  or  delusion  as  to  one 
or  more  subjects,  and  not  as  to  others. 
{Id.) 

10.  Moral  insanity  is  a  disorder  of  the 
feelings  and  propensities,  and  mayor 
may  not  impair  the  intellect.  Legal 
insanity  is  a  disorder  of  the  intellMt. 
{Id.) 

11.  Moral  insanity,  not  proceeding  from 
or  accompanied  by  insane  delusion,  ^e 
legal  test  of  insanity,  is  ifisuiBcient  to 
set  aside  a  wilL    (io.) 

122.  Where  it  ai>peared  from  the  evidence 
that  at  the  tin^e  a  will  was  executed 
the  testatrix  despised,  distrusted  and 
hated  her  husband,  and  probably 
feared  him,  and  it  was  a  fair  inference 
from  the  evidence  that  these  feelings 
towards  her  husband  caused  her  U> 
execute  the  will  in  question :  and  there 
was  no  doubt  that  she  intended  thereby 
to  prevent  him  from  getting  anv  more 
of  her  estate  than  was  given  to  nim  by 
tnoh  will: 

Held,  that  in  testing  the  testamentary 
capacity  of  the  testatrix,  the  question 
was  not  whether  these  feelings  tow- 
ards her  husband,  at  the  time,  &c., 
were  unreasonable,  excessive  or  un- 
justifiable merely,  or  even  whether 
they  amounted  to,  or  showed,  moral 
insanity  as  to  her  husband ;  but  was 
whether  these  feelings  were  insane — 
whether  the  contempt,  distrust,  hatred 
and  fear,  which  she  had  of  and  for 
him,  at  toe  time,  was  intane  contempt, 
•nwms  distrust,  intaiu  hatred,  insane 
fear ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  contempt, 
the  distrust,  the  hatred,  the  fear  of  an 
insane  wife  towards  her  husband. 
(Id,) 

13.  And,  the  preliminary  proofs  showing 
that  the  testatrix,  at  the  time  when, 
&c.,  was  competent  or  had  testament- 
ary capacitv  to  execute  the  will ;  and 
that  her  feelings  towards  her  hus- 
band caused  her  to  execute  the  in- 
strument as  and  for  her  will,  and  in- 
fluenced her  dispositicns  of  property  by 
it: 


ffeldj  fitrthtr,  t&at  it  was  for  the  con- 
testants satidfEUitorily  to  show  that 
these  feelings  towards  her  husband 
came  from,  or  originated  in,  or  at  least 
were  accoEDpanied  by,  delusion  as  to 
her  husband,  his  character,  conduct 
motives  or  condition.    (Id.) 

14.  And  the  proofs  not  showing  that  the 
testatrix'  contempt  for  her  husband, 
her  distrust,  fear  and  hatred  of  him, 
when  she  executed  the  will,  csme 
from,  or  originated  in,  or  were  ac- 
oomnanied  by,  delusion  €u  to  her  hits' 
bandf  his  character,  conduct,  motives 
or  condition :  it  was 

Eeldf  that  the  testatrix,  at  the  time  she 
executed  the  will,  must  be  deemed  to 
have  had  testamentary  capacity,  and 
was  competent  to  execute  the  mstm- 
ment  as  her  will    (Id.) 

15.  Two  written  insruments,  executed  by 
same  person,  at  the  same  time,  may, 
notwitnstanding  their  repugnancy  m 
certain  paiticnlars,  or  in  certain  re- 
spects, constitute  a  will,  or  the  will  .of 
such  person,  and  legally  and  properly 
be  admitted  to  probate  as  such.  (Mat- 
ter of  the  probate  of  Formaitt,*$  unlL  54 
-Bar6.274.r 

16.  The  point  or  question  of  repugnancy 
or  inconsistency  in  the  provisions  of 
the  two  instruments  may  be  a  subject 
or  question  for  consideration,  after  the 
prooate  of  the  will,  when  toe  two  in- 
struments come  to  be  carried  into 
effect,  or  claimed  or  acted  under,  as  a 
will,  bnt  does  not  arise,  and  cannot 
properly  be  considered,  in  the  prabate 
prooeecnngB.    {Id.) 

17.  Where  a  testatrix,  at  the  time  she 
tore  up  and  destroyed  a  will  previously 
executed  by  her,  was,  though  not 
permanently  insane,  in  a  condition 
and  laboring  under  an  excitement, 
which,  under  the  circumstances,  in 
capacitated  her  for  forming  or  havinff 
a  reasonable  or  intelligent  intention  or 
revocation : 

Eeld^  that  such  act  was  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  revocation  of  the  will. 
{Matter  of  the  probate  of  FormaaCi  will, 
54  Barb.  274/ 

18.  Where  the  will  of  a  testator  con- 
tained the  following  provisions-  *'I 

§ive  and  bequeath  to  my  wife  C.  F., 
uring  her  natural  life,  the  interest  ox 
three  thousand  dollars,  or  so  much 
of  said  interest  as  my  executors 
may  deem  necessary  for  her  com- 
fort," it  would  seem  tbat  the  dis- 
cretion vested  in  the  executors  is  not 
absolute,  but  must  be  exercised  rea- 
sonably }  and  it  was 
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BfJd^  tbat  the  fact  that  the  wife,  under 
an  agreement  with  her  eon^  waa  en- 
titled to  her  board  and  lodging  at  his 
house,  so  long  as  she  ehose  to  remain 
there,  did  not  warrant  the  assumption 
of  the  executors,  that  only  so  much  of 
the  interest  devised  to  her  as  would 
clothe  her  eomfortably,  was  in  fkct  all 
that  was  neMMory  prr  ker  eimfort 
{F^fnuM  agt  Whitneiff  2  Ke^a  165.) 

19.  Gonoeming  the  doe  exeeation  of  a 
will,  the  statute  only  remures  on  the 
part  of  the  testator,  besides  his  hand 
and  seal,  the  publication  or  announce- 
ment of  the  instrument  as  his  last  will 
and  testament,  and  his  request  to  the 
witnesses  to  sign  the  same.  {Coffin  agt 
Coffin,  23  if.  F.,  9.)  (Ifexttn  agt.  mx- 
sen,  2  Keyet,  229.) 

SO.  It  teems  that  the  reading  of  the  will 
by  or  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  its 
execution,  is  not  absolutely  necessary, 
if  from  facts  and  circumstances  it  may 
be  reasonably  inferred  that  the  contents 
of  the  instrument  are  known  and  un- 
'derstood  by  the  testator.    {Id.) 

21.  While  the  fact  that  the  person  who 
drafted  the  will  for  the  testator  is  made 
an  executor  and  chief  legatee,  justly 
excites  suspicion  of  fraud  or  undue  in- 
fluence, it  18  not  a  rule  or  principle  in 
the  law  of  testaments,  that  the  draughts- 
man of  a  will  cannot  be  an  executor  or 
take  a  benefit  under  it.  The  suspicion 
or  presumption  (if  it  amounts  to  that) 
of  fraud,  it  would  seem,  may  be  over> 
come  by  evidence  to  negative  such 
presumption.    {Id.) 

22.  Mere  opiniont  of  witnesses  as  to  the 
incompetency  of  a  testator  are  of  little 
weight,  unless  supi>orted  by.^a^  from 
which  such  conclusion  is  drawn.  (Id.) 

93.  For  evidence  intnMcient  to  establish 
the  incompetency  of  a  testator,  see  the 
dissenting  opinion  of  Pottbr,  J.  (Id,) 

S4.  The  testator  gave,  bequeathed  and 
devised  all  the  rest,  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  his  estate,  both  reid  and 
personal,  to  his  son  and  daughter,  to 
DC  divided  between  them,  share  and 
share  alike,  sulyeet,  nevertheless  to  the 
dower  and  thirat  of  hit  w\fef  Sc, : 

Beldj  that  the  dower  estate  only  of  the 
wife  in  his  lands  was  referred  to. 
"And"  construed  to  mean"or."  ( C^ffara 
agU  Deeer,  2  Keyet,  558.) 


WITNESSES. 

I.  ^A  witness  who  was  a  lawyer,  being 
under  examination  was  questioned, 
touching  a  certain  oonveyanoe  made  to 


him  by  the  baukmpt  and  wife  and  a 
subsequent  conveyance  by  him  to  the 
wife,  and  refused  to  testify  thereon  as 
matter  within  the  privilege  of  confi- 
dential communicatious  between  attor- 
ney and  client: 

Eeld,  on  the  fiscti  stated,  the  questions 
were  proper  and  must  be  answered, 
and  are  not  within  such  privilege^ 
{MatlMr  of  BtlUt  and  MUHgam,  ante, 
79.) 

2.  The  usual  order  and  subpcBna  were 
issued  for  the  wife  of  bankrupt  to  at- 
tend before  the  register  and  be  ew<Mrn 
and  testify  as  a  witness.  She  failed 
to  appear,  and  counsel  put  in  affidavit 
expumatory  of  her  non-attendance,  but 
questioned  the  authority  of  the  oonrt 
to  compel  her  to  testify  in  this  cause: 

Hldd:  The  proper  proceeding  is  to  issue 
an  order  to  snow  cause  why  an  attach- 
ment should  not  issue  against  her. 
(ifa^tor  of  BeUit  d>  MiUigan,  ante,  88.) 

3.  A  wUnett  is  not  inoompetent  to  testify 
in  a  criminal  case,  because  an  aeoom- 
pliee.  Such  fact  affects  his  eredibUihf 
only  ;  and  it  is  for  the  jurv  to  say 
whether  his  statement  is  credible,  and 
a  safe  reliance  for  a  verdict  against  the 
party  charged.  Such  is  now  we  settled 
rule  in  this  state,  even  where  the  ae- 
complice  stands  entirely  unoorroborO' 
ted.  {People  agt  ffaynet,  ante,  3G9.) 

4.  But  notwithstanding  the  jury  may  con- 
vict on  the  unsupported  testimony  of 
an  accomplice,  it  is  their  manifest  duty 
to  scan  the  testimony  with  the  utntost 
severity.    {Id.) 

5.  Where  a  case  is  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  testimonv  of  an  accom- 
plice, who  stands  in  the  main,  if  not 
wholly,  uncorroborated,  it  is  due  to  the 
party  accused  and  to  the  cause  of  jus- 
tice that  none  but  evidence  clearly  ad- 
missible, under  the  severest  test,  slionld 
be  allowed ;  and  that  none  in  the  least 
bearing  on  the  question  of  credibilitv 
and  admissible,  should  be  excluded. 
{Id,) 

6.  The  jury  must  determine  iheaedibil- 
ify  of  a  witness  at  the  tune  ke  testifiet. 
His  standins:  for  truth  and  veracity 
must  be  established  at  that  time.  {Id.) 

7.  Where  the  court  limits  the  number  of 
impeaching  witnesses  on  each  side,  it 
does  not  thereby  limit  the  right  of  crott- 
examination.    (Id.) 

8.  It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or 
referee,  to  permit  leading  questions  to 
be  put  to  witnesses  by  the  party  callmg 
them,  though  the  opposite  party  object 
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and   except  to  the  tame.    {Vroomam 
agt  ChriffUht  1  Ke^fet,  53.) 

9.  Where  the  hoiband  and  wife  are  par- 
ties to  an  action,  the  statute  in  terms 
makes  them  competent  witnesses  in 
their  own  behalf*  or  in  behalf  of  any- 
other  party.  {WeAriamp  agt.  WUleUf 
ljr(syet,250.) 

10.  As  mch  witnesses  they  are  subject  to 
the  same  roles  of  examination,  except 
the  J  are  nrotected  from  being  reqnired 
to  make  aisclosnres  of  commnnioations 
between  themselves.    {Id,) 

11.  The  only  proper  inqniiy,  on  the  di- 
rect examination  of  a  witness,  as  to 
the  characfer  of  another,  is  as  to  the 
general  moral  character  of  the  latter, 
and  his  public  reputation  as  a  tmthfal 
ornntmthflil  person.  It  is  not  permis- 
sible for  the  assailing  p^rty  to  show 
spedfio  acts  of  immorahty-  or  misoon- 
onct,  with  the  view  of  impeaching  or 
discrediting  a  person  as  a  witness. 

IS.  It  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  con- 
tents of  lost  docnments  by  the  testimo- 
ny of  a  witness  who  only  **  thinit  that 
he  can,  perhaptt  state  tht  snbstance  " 
of  them,  l&raham  and  oihert  agt^ 
Ohrytialy  2  Ktyety  21.) 

13.  To  impeach  a  witness,  testimony  as 
to  his  character  ei^ht  or  ten  years  pre- 
vious to  the  trial  is  oompetent,  though 
tiiere  has  been  no  knowledge  of  his 
character  by  the  impeaching  witness 
since.  The  presumption  of  continued 
bad  character,  thus  raised,  must  be  met 
by  tectimony  tendlnff  to  establish  the 
fact  of  a  change  of  cnaraoter.    {Id,) 

14.  It  is  not  oompetent  to  show  a  partic- 
ular statement  of  a  witness  to  impeach 
his  credibili^,  without  ffrst  pointing  out 
to  Mm,  with  reasonable  certainty,  the 
occasion  of  the  conversation,  to  enable 
him  to  give  such  reason,  explanation  or 
exculpation  as  the  circumstances  of  the 
transaction  may  happen  to  ftimish. 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  Indicate  nothing 


but  the  name  of  the  person  with  whom 
the  supposed  conversation  was  had. 
{Lm  agt.  Ohadaey,  2  Keya,  543.) 

15.  A  witness  whose  credibility  is  im- 
peached is  still  competent.  The  juir 
would  be  Justified  in  disregarding  his 
teetimony,  but  are  not  bound  to  £>  sOb 

(Id.) 

16.  Especially  should  this  view  prevail 
at  this  time,  when  all  the  former  rules 
in  regard  to  the  competency  of  a  wit- 
ness are  abolished,  and  every  thing  is 
reduced  to  the  theoir  of  credibility  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Jury.    (Id,) 

17.  An  architect  is  a  competent  witness 
in  his  own  behalf,  upon  the  Question 
of  the  value  of  his  labor  in  arawing 
plans.  {Nowry  agt  Lord^  2  Keyu, 
617.) 

18.  Where,  on  cross  examination,  a  party 
takes  the  testimony  of  th^  witness  to 
new  and  coUateral  matter  not  pertin- 
ent to  the  issue,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to 
^ve  evidence  to  contradict  the  witness 
in  this  respect  {OrovmH  agt  Fitek. 
6  Ahb,  If.  A,  185.) 

19.  Where  a  witness  declines  to  answer 
questions  propounded  to  him,  on  the 
ground  that  his  answers  will  have  a 
tendency  to  criminate  him,  it  is  the 
province  of  the  court  to  determine 
whether  that  will  probably  be  the 
eifect  of  the  answers,  if  required  to  be 
given :  and  if  not,  he  should  be  re- 
quirea  to  answer  the  questions.  {IMn 
agt  WUlard,  54  Bai^.  520.) 


WBTTTEN  INSTRUMENTS. 

1.  The  general  rule  is  that  two  or  mora 
written  instruments,  executed  at  the 
same  time,  relating  to  the  same  sub- 
ject matter,  by  ue  same  party,  or 
between  the  same  parties,  snould  be 
oonstmed  together,  and  viewed  as  one 
iivtmment,  {Matter  of  the  probcUe  of 
Ibman'i  wiU,  54  Bar6. 274.f 
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By  ezploBion  of  a  steam  boiler,  to 
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ADJOUBNHEKT. 
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dayij  when  irre^nlar,  and  thejuB- 
tioe  ioBee  jnriadiction 417 
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APPEAL. 

"Whether  an  order  of  special  term  re- 
moving a  canse  into  the  U.  S. 
oonrts,  is  appealable  to  the  gene- 
ral term— Qicers  I 1 

From  Justice's  to  county  court- 
when  sham  and  false  answer  will 
be  stricken  out  by  the  county  court 
and  a  new  trial  oenied 107 

From  justice's  judgment  in  &vor  of 
defendant  to  county  court,  will  be 
reversed,  where  plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  nominal  damages  only.  320 

When  order  made  at  circuit  requiring 
defendant  to  pay  costs,  appealable  349 

APPEARANCE. 

By  attorney  in  justice's  court,  when 
not  conclusive  on  defendant,  but  ia 

on  the  plaintiff. 417 
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When  notices  and  inventories  may 
be  amended  by  inserting  additional 
property • 367 

ATTOBNET. 

For  defendant,  power  ceases  on  en- 
try of  judgment,  4&c 121 

B. 

BANKEUPTCT, 

Confidential  communications  to  an 
attorney,  when  required  to  testify 
asawitness <.....    79 

When  attachment  will  issue  to  com- 
pel wife  of  bankrupt  to  testiiy  as 
a  witness..... 88 

Power  of  register  to  pass  upon  facts, 
but  not  upon  questions  oi  law....  Ill 

When  assignee  not  required  to  amend 
his  return 392 

BANKBUPTCY,  U.  a  COUBT& 

No  power  to  arrest  proceedings  in  a 
state  court — when  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  in  contempt 340 

BOUNTIES  TO  VOLUNTEEBS. 

The  payment  of  commutation  money 
discharges  from  duty  under  the 
drait,  but  is  not  an  exemption — ^the 
person  paying,  therefore  is  entitled 
to  hia  bounty  money 23 
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0. 


CERTIFICATES  OF  STOCK. 

Of  an  incorporated  oompanj,  are  per- 
sonal property  and  sabjects  of  lar- 
ceny   475 

CHABGE  OF  THE  COUBT. 

Mnat  be  as  reqnested,  where  a  yer- 
dict  contrary  to  snob  request  would 
be  set  aside  as  against  evidence..  406 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

The  amended  act  of  1867,  to  prevent 
animals  from  ranning  at  large,  dLC. 
not  nnoonstitational.. 136 

The  act  of  congress,  Jnly  1st,  1866, 
authorizing  t£e  taxation  of  state 
banks,  not  unconstitntional 147 

CONTRACT, 

To  deliver  personal  property,  when 
binding,  without  a  previous  tender 
or  offer  to  pay 444 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  APPRAISAL. 

On  appeal,  ftt>m  their  report,  court 
cannot  receive  affidavite— can  only 
act  upon  the  report 187 

COVENANT 

In  lease—when  action  for  breach  will 
not  Ue 483 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 


When  acquittal  on  trial  of  an  indict- 
ment against  defendant,  is  no  bar 
to  a  second  indictment  and  triaL.. 


91 


An  indictment  need  not  state  the 
names  of  Jurors — when  charse  is 
sufficiently  stated  as  wilfally  aone 
— an  accomplice  is  a  competent 
witness — the  credibility  of  a  wit- 
ness must  be  determined  at  the 
time  he  testifies 969 

Powers  of  the  court  of  o^rer  and  ter- 
miner— when  list  of  witnesses  be- 
fore grand  jury  on  findins  an  in- 
dictment will  be  ordered  to  be 
delivereo  to  the  prisoner 430 

Common  receipts  are  not  the  subjects 
of  larceny--bat    certificates    of 


stock  of  an  incorporated  company 
4.  475 


D. 


DAMAGES. 

On  dissolving  an  injunction,  may  be 
enforced  by  order  and  attachment.  S89 

DEED. 

Delivery  and  acceptance  necessaiy 
to  its  effect — ^when  delivery  by  an 
*  agent  good • 100 

DOOS. 

Liabily  of  owner  or  possessor  under 
the  statute,  where  sheep  are  killed 
by  them 364 


B. 


ELECTION  OF  ACTIOH. 

Facts  in  the  complaint,  constituting 
one  of  two  actions,  which  one 
is  to  be  determined  on  the  trial — 

Elaintiff  cannot  be  required  to  elect 
i  advance 97 

.  EXPRESS  COMPANIEa 

Duty  in  ascertaining  residence  of 

consignee,  and  delivery  of  packages 

to  him  personally.. 373 


G. 

GUARDIAN  IN  SOCAGE. 

Power  of  general  guardian  to  super- 
sede his  agreements 114 


H. 

HABEAS  CORPUa 

When  prisoner  must  be  produced, 
notwithstanding  court  oroyer  ana 
terminer  is  in  session 40S 
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Index. 


I. 

INJUNCTION. 

Not  allowed  where  there  are  reme- 
dies at  law  entirely  adequate  for 
the  party 13^ 

When  will  not  be  allowed  to  restrain 
blacksmitbing,  aa  injurioufl  to  ad- 
joining persons 1'® 

Motion  to  vacate,  may  be  made  be- 
fore another  judge  than  the  one 
who  granted  it «3 

Complaint  most  show  facts  of  plain- 
tiff's interest  in  the  controversy 
to  entitle  him  to  an  injunction- 
application  against  a  railroad  cor- 
poration — ^when  vacated 193 

Ought  not  to  issue  except  in  clear 
eaa&a — ^not  in  doubtful  ones,  dec—  193 

When  will  be  dissolved  on  ex  parte 
affidavits 193 

INJUNCTION  AND  RECBIVEB, 

When  wiQ  issue  to  restrain  collec- 
tion of  rents,  under  a  defective 
tiUe « 

Against  trespass,  when  authorised, 
and  when  complaint  for,  will  be  • 
dismissed  on  its  &oe 94 


Of  two  justices  to  decide  a  cause 
agreed  before  three 508 

JUSTTCETS  COURT. 

No  jurisdiction  of  an  action  of  assault 
and  battery — ^when  defendant  en- 
titled to  costs ^BL 

M. 

MANUFACTUBINa  CORPORA- 
TIONS. 

When  their  organization  is  effected.  928 
IfAT^TtTTCn  WOMAN. 

An  action  againsty  for  trespass  com- 
mitted by  her  cattle,  her  husband 
need  not  be  joined  as  a  party....    37 

Covenant  in  lease  prior  to  1860— ef- 
fect thereof  after  ner  death 483 

MECHANIC'S  LIRN. 

When  it  ceases,  unless  properly  con- 
tioaed — ^when  it  has  ceased,  no  di- 
lection  to  county  clerk  to  discharge 


JOINT  STOCK  ASSOCIATIONS 

Are  under  the  same  rules  as  corpor- 
ations, in  reference  to  parUM  for 
the  removal  of  causes  into  the  U.  8. 
courts ^ 

JUDGMENT  RECORD. 

Its  validity  in  any  state,  under  the 
acts  of  congress— effect  under  atp 
tachment  proceedings  in  one  state, 
as  against  a  chattel  mortgage  on 
same  property  given  to  a  party  in 
another  state ^ 

JUDICL^  OFFICERS. 

Power  of  two  justices  to  decide  a 
cause  argued  before  three oOo 

JURISDICTION. 

Of  general  terms  of  supreme  court 
on  questions  of  practice 492 


it  necessary 382 

MORTQAGE  FORECLOSURE. 

When  the  mortgagor,  acting  as  a 
trustee  of  an  express  trusty  can 
maintain  an  action  to  restrain  the 
foreclosure,  without  joining  the 
eetim^trutt 352 

MORTGAGE  OF  CHATTELS. 

When  legal  title  to  the  property  be- 
comes absolute  in  the  mortgagee — 
the  right  of  the  mortgagor  to  re- 
deem— ^his  remedy  after  an  alleged 
unfair  sale 296 


N. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

On  appeal  fMm  a  justice's  courts— the 
evidence  before  the  justice,  need 
not  be  returned,  &c 385 

When  and  upon  what  grounds,  will 
be  granted 434 

Authority  of  general  term  to  grant 
under  $268  of  the  Code— intenocu- 
tory  decision.. 504 
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NEW  TOEK  GOLD  EXCHANGE. 

Powers  of  members  to  revoke  agree- 
ment  or  sabmiesion  to  arbitrate — 
its  effect,  &c 168 

NUISANCE. 

Remedy  in  equity  in  favor  of  all  per- 
bons,  when  tenant  in  possession 
may  bring  an  equitable  action  to 
abate  a  nnisanoe,  specially  injuries 
tohimself,  &c 67 


0. 


OBJECTION. 

Hade  at  the  trial  to  evidence,  must 
be  specific  in  order  to  be  re- 
viewed   454 

ORDERS. 

Granted  by  a  ^ndfce  in  an  action,  can 
be  vacated  on  his  own  motion....  271 


P. 

PARTNERS. 

Liability  on  an  indemnity  bond  to  the 
obligee  a  former  partner,  but  not 
to  a  landlord  for  rent 145 

PARTNERSHIP 

When  uj  unction  and  order  for  re- 
ceiver will  be  set  aside,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  an  accounting,  &c.,  upon 
defendant  giving  ample  security  to 
indemnify  the  plaintiff,  on  a  re- 
covery     34 


R. 

RAILROADa 

What  constitutes  a  delivery  of  bag- 
gage to,  to  create  a  liability  on  the 
road 289 

RAILROAD  CORPORATIONS. 

What  facts  necessary  to  state  in  com- 
plaint for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver or  referee,  ex  partej  against 
a  railroad  corporation 19^228 


A  stockholder  or  creditor  at  large  of 
the  corporation,  not  entitled  to  a 
receiver 193 

When  directors  may  ^ssue  stock  in 
conversion  of  bonds — ^when  direc- 
tor cannot  be  suspended,  dec 193 

When  election  for  directors  illegal, 
fraudulent  and  void^  as  to  one  set 
of  directors,  and  valid  as  to  another 
set  of  directors— declared  duly 
elected 228 

A  nugority  of  stockholders  in  interest 
to  control  the  election  of  directors 
andoffloers 5228 

A  receiver  should  not  be  appointed 
ex  partej  as  a  general  rule 228 

When  election  of  directors  may  be 
set  aside,  as  in  direct  violation  of 
aninjnn9^on 228 

RECEIPTS. 

Common,  are  not  personal  property 
and  are  not  the  subjecte  oi  lan»ny  475 

RECOUPMENT. 

Of  damages  for  a  partial  failure  of 
consideration,  musi>  be  alleged  in 
the  answer,  to  allow  proof  tnereol  190 

'    REMOVAL  OF  CAUSE& 

To  U.S.  courts,  act  of  congress,  1789, 
does  not  apply  where  lK>th  parties 
are  not  residents  of  the  state 192 


s. 


SHERIFFS. 

No  authority  to  charge  for  auctioneer's 
fees  or  watehmen's  services,  on  the 
sale  and  custody  of  property  levied 
on  and  sold  by  them 173 

STAMP,  IT.  S. 

Required  on  a  return  of  constable 
to  service  of  summons — the  effect, 
when  omitted 417 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

Memorandum  must  show  the  con- 
tracting parties 6Si 

Contract  under,  void  in  part,  void  in 
whole — part  performance — grow- 
ing grass  &c 385 
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Contract  signed  by  one  party  obliga- 
tory  444 

STfiEETS. 

Opening  and  widening  in  the  city  of 
ByracoBe— commiaeionerB'  antnori- 
ty,  &o.... ..••....••...  306 

SUPBSIOB  GOUBT,  K.  Y. 

Praotioe  in  putting  oaoaes  on  abort 
day  calendar •• •...283 

T. 

TAX-PATEB&  ^ 

Of  a  town  no  authority  to  withdraw 
sabacription  to  an  application  for 
bondiogthe  town.. ...... ..••..••  515 

TRIAL   FEE. 

When  defendant  liable  to  pay^  where 
he  pays  the  claim  aflainet  mm..—  349 


u. 


UNDEBTAKING. 

Given  in  an  action  in  a  etate  ooort— 
Boed  in  the  U.  8.,  oonrt,  when  de- 
fendant may  in  eqnity,  itay  pro- 
ceedings on  any  judgment  in  the 
latter  court,  pendmg  an  appeal  to 
the  former  court 


U.  8.   STAHPa 


31 


1 


When  left  oif  of  an  instrument  by 
mistake,  its  effbct— remedy  ^•..  123 


U8UBT. 


When  an  amount  of  money  paid  for 
a  loan  constitutes  usury,  the  jury 
haying  focmd  the  money  loaned 
belongisd  to  the  lender ••  S88 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


•  ♦• 


DECISIONS  RENDERED  8EFTEMBEB,  18601 

JudgnnnUM  ^fimed  wiih  coffi. 

Smith,  adminz.,  agt  Erie  BaOwaj  COb 

Grittonden  agt  Fairohild. 

Cope  ogi  Wheeler. 

Walker  agt  Long  Idand  B.  B.  COi 

Hnnt  agt.  Smger  and  another. 

Union  Manniactaring  Co.,  Conn.,  agt.  LouiBbeny* 

Tomlinaon  agt  Miller. 

Hills  agt  Stewart 

The  People  ^tc,  agt  Snyder. 

Ford  agt  Stevene. 

Bowan  agt  Case. 

Knnsze  agt  The  Amerioan  Fire  Bzohange  Xnsnranoe  Co. 

Thayer  agt  Clark. 

Fisher  agt  HalL 

Day  agt.  Orient  Matoal  Insoranoe  Co. 

Bamham  agt  Onderdonk. 

Benson  agt  Tilton. 

Reed  agt.  McConrt 

Hamilton  agt  Brooklyn  City  R.  B.  Co. 

Boyoe  agt  Burt. 

Plamb  agt  Tabbs. 

Gray  agt  Pakner. 

FreeloYe  agt  Cole. 

Batterworth  agt  Gould. 

Grii&th  agt  Hardenboig; 

Cole  agt  DePeyster. 

Hoppoeh  agt  Archibald* 

Bemsen  agt  Grayes. 

Knapp  agt  Wallaoe. 

Parcel  agt  Stryker. 

Bnst  agt  Edes. 

Farmers'  Loan  and  Tmst  Co.  agt.  Harmony  Fire  and  Karine  liisuranoe  Ca 

Washington  Life  Insurance  Co.  agt  Lawrenoei  resp't,  and  Biodmond,  app*t 

StillweU  agt  Heigs. 
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Decisioiu  Conii  of  Appeali. 


JvdffmaU  {J^ffirmed, 
» 
Koran  agt  The  People. 

Ordm'oft]U€fmimUTKmaJifmMl,iiritkcottt. 

Kerr  agt.  Kerr. 
Gottinett  ag^^  TaUman.. 
Staplei  agt  Tallman. 
Pettigrew  agt  Tallman. 

Baker  agt  Baker. 

Order  of  Gtn^eral  2Wm  afirmti  amdjudgmnU  aUoluU far  defendant  wUX  cotU, 
Townaend ManufMtnrmg  Go.  ag^. Foster. 

Order  of  Gwerai  Ihrm  afirmed  and  judgment  ahtoluUfor  plaintiff  with  cottt. 
Smith  agt  The  New  York  Gentral  B.  B.  Go. 

JudgmeiU  and  order  of  General  Tain  ajgirmaiwiihcoite. 
Wolf  agt  The  Qoodhne  Fire  Inanrance  Gompany. 

Judgment  modfified-Decree  to  he  ttttUd  fiy  Judge  Huirr. 
Brown  agt  Brown. 

Judgment  modified— Decree  to  he  settled  ftjr  Judge  Ghovbr— <7(M&  ofhothpartietin  thig 
cowrtf  emd  the  court  helo«,to  hepaid  out  ofth4  estate. 

Schettler  agt  Smith. 

Judgment  reeereed;  new  tritU ordered;  eotU  to  abide  the  eeeni. 

Morgan  agt.  Jandon. 

Ghe«ter  agt  Dorr. 

Havens  agt  The  Erie  Bailway  Go. 

i^ainn  agt  Lloyd. 

Toankin  agt.  Mataal  Benefit  life  Insurance  Go. 

Gillilan  agt  The  San  Mntoal  Insnrance  Go. 

Parmelee  agt.  Gameron. 

McDonald  agt  Bnffam. 

Wayne  and  Ontario  GoUegiate  Institute  agt  Dininery. 

Falton  agt.  Staats. 

Baxter  agt  Troy  and  Boston  Bailroad  Go. 

Hodgkins  agt  Montgomery  Gonnty  Mntoal  Insurance  Go. 

Kelly  agt  The  Hope  Fire  Insurance  Go. 


Judgment  rofter^  and  new  trial  ordered. 


Davie  agt  The  People. 
Baccio  agt  The  People. 
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DedflionB  Coart  of  Appeals. 

Judgment  of  OtMral  Tern  mentd,  emd  Jvdgmmt  o/r^eree  affirmtd  wik  Cfutt 
YooDg  agt  Broth. 

Judgment  of  Omaral  Turm  TMerndf  midjudgmmi  of  Special  J^erm  affnud  vUh  eoti». 

Ferrin  agt  Mysio. 
Hutton  agt  Baboock. 

Order  of  Omeral  Term  mened,  amdjudgmmU  ofBpteM  Twm  affirmed  wUh  ootta. 
Kellogg  agL  Amea. 

Order  of  Omieral  Term  resertedf  andJudgmeiU  ofBpeekU  3}trm  affirmed  wA  eotU. 

Stocker  agt  Partridge. 
Markham  agt.  Jaadon. 

Order  of  General  Term  reoereedf  andJudgmeiU  en  report  oftef&reie  affirmed  wiik  cotte 
Silliman  agt  Deline. 

Judgment  reversed^  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  on  demurreTf  leithlleave  to  defendant  to 
withdraw  demurrer ^  and  to  answer f  on  j-aymeni  of  ootta  of  this  court  and  oouri ' 
heloWf  within  twenty  days  after  terviee  of  notice  of  tikie judgment. 

Freeman  agt  Charter  Oak  Fire  and  Marine  Innirance  Ca 

Appeals  diamteted  with  eoett, 

Jnliand  agt  Grant 

Foot  agt  Lathrop. 

In  the  matter  of  the  Eyergreens. 

People  ex  reL  Clate  agt  Boardman. 

Be  Berante  agt  Dey  Ermand. 

Freeman  agt  KendalL 

White  agt  Delaware,  Lackawanna  St  Western  B.  B.  Co. 

Hianny  agt  Blogg. 


Se-argumeni  crdered. 


Pnrdy  agt  Mitchell. 
Jastice  agt  Lang. 
Starin  agt  The  People. 


Motion  to  ditmita  appeal  denM  with  $10  coat, 
Meyer  agt  Amidon. 


DECISIONS  RENDEBED  APRIL,  1870. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


The  People  agt  Schiyver.  / 
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JvdffwmU  qffirwkedwUh  and, 

Sherman  agt  IVillett. 

Sherman  agt  Bartholomew. 

Carrigan  agt  N.  Y.  Central  B.  S.  Ca 

McNaoght  agt  UoClaoghnj. 

Abbott  agt  Borronght. 

Hicks  agt  Dom. 

Bobinaon  agt  Interaational  Lift  Aminuiee  Go. 

Van  Allen  agt  Wait 

GanoagtHalL 

Dreaser  agt  Barton. 

Kelly,  sheriff;  agt  DownfauE. 
Elston  agt  Sehffling. 

Leelej  agt  Johnson. 

Lockwood  agt  Latimor* 

Baker  gt  Plainer. 

Baker  agt  Johnson. 

LeTin  agt  BnsseUL 

White  agt  Carroll 

The  People  agt  Korthera  B.  R.  Oo. 

Mack  agt  Patohin. 

Leonard  agt  N.  Y.,  Albanj  &  BuffiJo  Telegraph  Co, 

Connolly  agt  Britton. 

Gk)odridi  agt  BnaselL 

Donbledaj  ags.  Dyer. 

Bnrds  agt  Thompson. 

Bnokhalter  agt  The  Second  National  Bank  of  Erie,  F^ 

Hutchison  agt  Market  Bank  of  Troy. 

Davenport  agt  Kelly,  sherifll 

Emerson  agt  Booth. 

Frost  agt  Wamn. 

Guillaome  agt  Hamburg  Sl  American  Packet  Co. 

Ordart  affirmed  with  eotit. 

In  the  matter  of  Gonther  agt  Mahony. 

People  ex  rsL  Sonthwick  agt  Bristol^  Treasnrer. 

Shmnway  agt  Shnmway. 

(Gascon  agt  Meek. 

Bennett  agt.  Morehonae. 

Loortelette  agt  Morohonse. 

Scooten  agt  Morehonse. 


JMtlffmmttrmm^ium  trial  ordered. 

Blend  agt  The  People. 

Judgmenttreeened;  new  trial  orderedj  and  cotU  to  abide  evetU 

Townsend  agt  Scholey. 
Kicholson  agt  The  Erie  Bail  way  Co. 
Hart  agt  The  Erie  Bailway  Co. 
Bryant  agt  Bryant 
Gill  agt  McNamee. 
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Bidgway  agt  The  City  of  BrooklTXL 

Dorlon  agt  The  City  of  Brooklyn. 

EllBworth  agt  Lockwood. 

Hamilton  agt  Medboiy. 

Patnam  agt  Medbnry. 

Sands  agt  Donlapb 

Allen  agt  Head. 

Bonglass  agt  N.  T.  4c  Harlem  B.  B.  Co, 

Stimson  agt  Yan  Pelt 

Biissell  agt  Carringtoo. 

Appealt  dumiued  with  cnU, 

Boffalo  &  Alleghany  Valley  B.  B.  Co.  agt  J.  T.  P.  Johnson. 
Buffalo  &  Alleghany  Talley  B.  B.  Co.  agt  Baker. 
Boilklo  &  Alleghany  Valley  B.  B.  Co.  agt  W.  C.  Johnson. 
Ba&lo  &  Alleghany  Valley  B.  B.  Co.  agt  Pratt 

Appealt  diimiuei, 
BoUee  agt  Dnff.       [Cross  suits.] 

Judgment  of  General  Tsnn  reverted  and  (hot  of  Special  TVrm  afflrmedf  and  eottt  of  both 
partiet  on  appeal  to  General  Term  aayd  to  tmt  ooiwrt  to  bepaid  out  of  the  fund  in 
controverty  tn  the  handt  of  the  drfendanL 

Brown  agt  Nichols,  administrator. 

Order  ofOenertd  Term  reeerted  and  judgment  ordered  for  d^fendaaU  on  ike  verdict 

withcottt, 

Herrick  agt  Wolverton. 

Order  affiraud  andjudgment  dbtokUe  far  plainly  under'ih/b  ttipuUntiont  wiJIh  eottt, 
Conanghty  agt  Nichols. 

Jie3gmetUof€hneral  TermreeertedamdiwdgmetUenrtportof  referee  affirmed  vith  eottt. 
Sands,  receiyer  agt  NewelL 

Order  affirmed  and  Judgment  abtoluteaffainttpl€unt{g^ieith  eottt:  judgment  to  he 
entered  at  of  a  dag  anterior  to  the  death  ofdefendamX. 

Smith  and  others  agt  Orser,  Sheriff. 


Order  reverted  andjudgateni  at  the  trial  term  affirmed  witheottt. 
Underwood  agt  Green. 

Order  reverted  and  order  of  Special  Term  affirmed  with  eottt. 
In  the  matter  of  Anstfai,  receiver,  agt  Bawdon  and  another. 

Judgment  reverted  with  eottt  in  all  the  Oowrtt, 
Daffy  agt  Wmisch. 
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80  mneh  of  ik$  judgmuU  of  tht  Svkprtm*  Oowri  at  reoenei  thtj^idgmaU  of  At  Court 
ofSettiont  termed  ;  and  that  portion  of  the  judgmaU  ffratUing  an  abtoluie  dit- 
eharffe  modeled  by  ordering  anew  trialintheStuuma, 

People  agt  Phillips. 

Order  affrwytdamdjwdgmmi  tAeaibUU  erdertdJord^fimdatU  with  eotU, 
Moaher  agi.  Feigoaon. 

jMdgment  affirmed  aetothe  reeenal  ^f  <%«  JwdgmaU  of  (kt  Chvmty  Chmri  amd  reverted 
at  to  the  rttidnt,  and  mem  trial  ordartd  in  the  County  Court,  eotte  to  abide  the 


Dennis,  reoeiver,  agt  Ciittendein,  administntrix. 

Catitti  not  decided. 

People  agt  HUler. 

McNeil  agt  the  Tenfli  NatioDal  Btnk  of  V«w  Todb 

Wiliams  agt  Manning  J 

KeUj,  Sheriir,  agt  Crapo  and  othen. 

Handlton  agt  Van  Bensselaer. 


Obdbbbd— -ThatBo  Calendar  will  be  made  for,  and  no  argnments  or  motions 
heard,  at  the  Jane  Term.  The  meeting  of  the  Judges  at  said  Term  will  be  for  the 
porpose  of  eonsnltation  upon  and  dedaion  of  4)anses  and  matters  already  heard. 

▲djouned  mm  die, 

B.  O.  PEfiBIN, 


< 
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